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Case  File  No.:  97.478E 
525  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
Assessor's  Block  766,  Lot  1 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PLANNING  COMMISSION 
MOTION  NO.  16092 


ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATED  TO  THE  CERTD7ICATION  OF  A  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  REPORT  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  CITY  ADMINISTRATIVE  BUILDING  (525  GOLDEN 
GATE  AVENUE)  LOCATED  ON  ASSESSOR'S  BLOCK  766,  LOT  1  AT  THE  SOUTHWEST 
CORNER  OF  POLK  STREET  AND  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE. 

MOVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  (hereinafter  "Commission")  hereby 
CERTIFIES  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  identified  as  Case  File  No.  97.478E,  (hereinafter 
"Project")  based  upon  the  following  findings: 

1)  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  acting  through  the  Planning  Department  (hereinafter 
"Department")  fulfilled  all  procedural  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (Cal.  Pub. 
Res.  Code  Section  21000  et  seq.,  hereinafter  "CEQA"),  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Cal.  Admin.  Code  Title 
14,  Section  15000  et.  seq.,  (hereinafter  "CEQA  Guidelines")  and  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code  (hereinafter  "Chapter  31"). 

a.  The  Department  determined  that  an  EIR  was  required  and  provided  public  notice  of  that 
determination  by  publication  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  on  September  18,  2000. 

b.  On  September  23,  2000,  the  Department  published  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(hereinafter  "DEIR")  and  provided  public  notice  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  of  the  availability  of 
the  DEIR  for  public  review  and  comment  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  Commission  public  hearing  on  the 
DEIR  on  Thursday,  October  26,  2000.  This  notice  was  mailed  to  the  Department's  list  of  persons  requesting 
such  notice. 

c.  Notices  of  availability  of  the  DEIR  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  public  hearings  were  posted 
near  the  Project  site  by  Department  staff  on  or  about  September  22,  2000. 

d.  On  September  22,  2000,  copies  of  the  DEIR  were  mailed  or  otherwise  delivered  to  a  list  of 
persons  requesting  it,  to  those  noted  on  the  distribution  list  in  the  DEIR,  to  adjacent  property  owners,  and  to 
government  agencies. 

2)  The  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hearing  on  said  DEIR  on  October  26,  2000,  at  which 
opportunity  for  public  comment  was  given,  and  public  comment  was  received  on  the  DEIR.  The  period  for 
acceptance  of  written  comments  ended  on  November  7,  2000. 

3)  The  Department  prepared  responses  to  comments  on  environmental  issues  received  at  the  public 
hearings  and  in  writing  during  the  45-day  public  review  period  for  the  DEIR,  prepared  revisions  to  the  text 
of  the  DEIR  in  response  to  comments  received  or  based  on  additional  information  that  became  available  during 
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the  public  review  period,  and  corrected  errors  in  the  DEIR.  This  material  was  presented  in  a  "Draft  Summary 
of  Comments  and  Responses,"  published  on  January  26,  2001,  which  was  distributed  to  the  Commission  and 
to  all  parties  who  commented  on  the  DEIR,  and  was  available  to  others  upon  request  at  Department  offices. 

4)  A  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (hereinafter  "FEIR")  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department, 
consisting  of  the  DEIR,  any  comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional  information  that 
became  available,  and  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  all  as  required  by  law. 

5)  Project  Environmental  Impact  Report  files  have  been  made  available  for  review  by  the  Commission  and 
the  public.  These  files  are  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department  offices,  and 
are  part  of  the  record  before  the  Commission. 

6)  On  February  15,  2001,  the  Commission  reviewed  and  considered  the  FEIR  and  found  that  the  contents 
of  said  report  and  the  procedures  through  which  the  FSEIR  was  prepared,  publicized,  and  reviewed  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  CEQA,  the  CEQA  Guidelines,  and  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative 
Code. 

7)  The  Commission  hereby  does  find  that  the  FEIR  concerning  Case  File  No.  97.478E  reflects  the 
independent  judgment  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco;  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective;  and  that 
the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  contains  no  significant  revisions  to  the  DEIR;  and  hereby  does 
CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  FEIR  in  compliance  with  CEQA  and  the  CEQA  Guidelines. 

8)  The  Commission,  in  certifying  the  completion  of  said  FEIR,  hereby  does  find  that  the  Project  described 
in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  with  the  incorporation  of  the  mitigation  measures  described  in  the  Initial 
Study  and  FEIR  will  not  have  any  significant  unavoidable  environmental  impacts. 


I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  at  its 
regular  meeting  of  February  15,  2001. 

Linda  Avery 
Commission  Secretary 


AYES:  Commissioners  Theoharis,  Baltimore,  Fay,  Joe  and  Salinas 
NOS:  None 
ABSENT:  Chinchilla 
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CHAPTER  I 


SUMMARY 


A.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION  (p.  15) 

At  the  southwest  corner  of  Polk  Street  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  in  the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center,  the 
project  would  involve  demolition  of  an  existing  vacant  State  of  California  office  building  and 
construction  of  a  new  building  for  City  offices.  Two  options  are  under  consideration:  Option  A  would 
entail  construction  of  a  14-story,  181-foot-tall  building  containing  about  255,500  square  feet  of  office 
space,  while  Option  B  would  consist  of  a  12-story,  156-foot-tall  building  with  about  215,000  square  feet. 
Each  option  would  include  two  basement  parking  levels  containing  about  100  spaces  (corresponding  to 
about  140  spaces  with  valet  operations).  The  project  would  support  up  to  approximately  950  City 
employees,  most  of  whom  are  expected  to  be  relocated  from  existing  leased  office  space  elsewhere  in  the 
greater  Civic  Center. 

The  project  would  include  a  height  reclassification  (amendment  of  the  height  and  bulk  designations  in 
the  zoning  maps  and  General  Plan  maps)  of  the  site  to  accommodate  the  proposed  building,  and  the 
project  will  also  seek  a  variance  from  the  Planning  Code  requirement  for  on-site  parking  and  loading. 
The  project  would  include  one  loading  space  to  accommodate  vans  and  small  trucks  at  a  loading  dock  on 
Redwood  Street  and  the  above-noted  100  parking  spaces,  instead  of  the  two  loading  spaces  and 
430  parking  spaces  required  (Planning  Code  Sections  151  and  152).  The  project  would  include  at  least 
32  to  37  bicycle  parking  spaces,  depending  on  the  option  approved  (Sec.  155.1)  and  at  least  four  showers 
and  eight  clothes  lockers  (Sec.  155.3). 

The  proposed  City  Administrative  Building  would  be  a  steel-frame  structure  clad  in  panels  of  masonry 
and/or  stone  and  glass  and  intended  to  be  compatible  with  other  public  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center. 
Based  on  preliminary  design  work,  the  new  building  is  anticipated  to  be  constructed  in  a  generally 
rectangular  shape  at  levels  one  through  12  (for  Option  A)  (or  levels  one  through  10  for  Option  B),  to  a 
height  of  155  feet  (130  feet)  above  Golden  Gate  Avenue.  The  13th  story  (1 1th  story  for  Option  B)  would 
be  set  back  from  Golden  Gate  Avenue  to  limit  new  shadow  on  the  Tenderloin  Community  School  one 
block  to  the  north,  and  would  reach  168  feet  (143  feet  for  Option  B)  in  height.  The  partial  mechanical 
story  (14th  for  Option  A,  12th  for  Option  B)  would  be  set  back  on  three  sides  -  from  Polk  Street,  Golden 
Gate  Avenue,  and  the  western  property  line  -  and  would  rise  to  181  feet  (156  feet  for  Option  B).  A 
10-foot  tall  elevator  penthouse  would  be  situated  near  the  southern  edge  of  the  roof.  The  preliminary 
design  also  indicates  a  slightly  curved  facade  in  the  center  portion  of  levels  three  through  12  (for 
Option  A)  (levels  three  through  10  for  Option  B)  that  would  echo  the  curved  facade  of  the  new  State 
Office  Building  across  Polk  Street.  The  main  pedestrian  entrance  would  be  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue, 
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near  the  corner  of  Polk  Street.  The  proposed  project  is  anticipated  to  be  constructed  pursuant  to  a  pilot 
program  for  the  design  and  construction  of  new  Resource-Efficient  City  Buildings  (the  "Green  Building" 
ordinance)  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Mayor  in  1999. 

Demolition  of  the  existing  building  is  anticipated  to  last  approximately  four  months,  beginning  in  early 
2001.  Construction  of  the  new  office  building  would  take  approximately  20  months.  Occupancy  in 
anticipated  by  late  2003.  The  project  is  anticipated  to  be  executed  through  a  design-build  process, 
meaning  that  the  City  would  select  a  single  team  to  complete  the  final  design  and  construct  the  building. 
Therefore,  the  final  design  is  subject  to  change,  particularly  as  concerns  architectural  details.  The 
design-build  process  is  subject  to  final  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  mayor. 

Following  certification  of  the  EIR,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Planning  Commission  would  be 
asked  to  approve  a  General  Plan  Amendment  for  changes  to  the  Urban  Design  Element  Height  and  Bulk 
maps  and  rezoning  of  the  site  to  change  the  Height  and  Bulk  District  of  the  entire  site  from  130-E  to 
200-L  or  160-L  allow  for  construction  of  the  project.  Because  the  project  would  be  a  public  building 
constructed  on  City-owned  land,  the  Art  Commission  has  authority  to  approve  the  building  design.  The 
Planning  Commission  would  also  be  asked  to  consider  a  General  Plan  referral  for  conformity  with  the 
General  Plan  for  demolition  of  existing  building  and  construction  of  the  project.  The  project  would 
require  demolition  and  construction  permits  from  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  and  a  variance 
from  the  Zoning  Administrator  for  providing  less  than  the  Planning  Code-required  amount  of  parking  and 
loading.  No  building  permit  applications  have  been  filed  to  date. 

B.  MAIN  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

This  environmental  impact  report,  for  the  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  project,  focuses  on  the  issues  of 
visual  quality,  transportation,  shadow,  and  wind.  All  other  potential  environmental  effects  were  found  to 
be  at  a  less-than-significant  level  or  to  be  mitigated  to  a  less-than-significant  level  with  mitigation 
measures  to  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor.  (Please  see  the  Initial  Study,  included  in  this 
document  as  Appendix  A,  for  analysis  of  other  environmental  issues.)  In  addition,  this  environmental 
impact  report  discusses  land  use  for  informational  purposes,  although  effects  related  to  land  use  were 
found  to  be  less-than-significant  in  the  Initial  Study. 

LAND  USE(p.  24) 

The  Civic  Center  is  a  central  area  for  governmental  and  cultural  activity.  Other  land  uses  include  private 
offices,  retail,  restaurant,  and  residential  uses.  The  project  site  was  occupied  by  state  government  offices 
until  shortly  after  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.  Nearby  uses  include  the  new  Civic  Center 
Courthouse  to  the  south,  with  City  Hall  beyond;  the  State  of  California  complex  to  the  east;  and  the 
Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  to  the  northeast.  Retail  uses  and  offices  are  north  and  west  of  the  site, 
and  the  new  Tenderloin  Community  (elementary)  school  is  one  block  northeast.  The  proposed  project,  a 
new  building  containing  approximately  215,000  to  255,500  square  feet  of  City  offices  and  about 
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50,000  square  feet  of  parking,  would  result  in  an  increase  in  intensity  of  land  uses  on  the  project  site  and 
in  the  vicinity,  given  that  the  existing  building  is  vacant.  However,  the  project  would  not  alter  the 
general  land  use  pattern  of  the  immediate  area,  which  includes  numerous  government  office  buildings 
noted  above.  As  a  reintroduction  of  government  office  use  on  the  site,  the  project  would  be  compatible 
with  existing  nearby  uses,  notably  the  Civic  Center  location  of  government  offices  and  related 
government  functions.  The  project  also  would  not  disrupt  or  divide  the  neighborhood,  since  it  would  be 
developed  within  the  existing  block  configuration.  Therefore,  effects  related  to  land  use  would  not  be 
significant. 


VISUAL  QUALITY  (p.  30) 

The  new  City  Administrative  Building  would  be  up  to  about  181  feet  tall  (for  Option  A;  156  feet  tall  for 
Option  B),  plus  a  10-foot  elevator  penthouse.  A  preliminary  design  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of 
Architecture  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  depicts  the  new  building  as  generally  rectangular  in 
shape.  The  preliminary  design  includes  a  setback  from  the  north  (Golden  Gate  Avenue)  facade  at  the 
uppermost  office  story,  and  a  partial  top  story  containing  mechanical  equipment.  The  preliminary  design 
also  shows  the  new  building  with  a  slightly  curved  facade  on  the  south  (Redwood  Street)  side,  echoing 
one  of  the  major  elements  of  the  new  state  office  building  across  Polk  Street.  Because  the  project  would 
be  executed  through  a  design-build  process,  the  design,  in  particular  with  regard  to  architectural 
detailing,  is  subject  to  change  once  the  City  selects  a  development  team.  However,  the  massing  would 
be  expected  to  remain  largely  as  portrayed. 

The  preliminary  design  emphasizes  a  classical  three-part  vertical  composition  (base,  middle,  and  top). 
The  base  would  be  clad  in  masonry  on  all  three  street  facades,  linking  the  building's  design  with  other 
public  structures  in  the  Civic  Center.  The  new  building  would  exceed  the  130-foot  height  limit  for  the 
site  and  would  therefore  require  amendment  of  the  zoning  maps  and  General  Plan  Urban  Design  Element 
height  and  bulk  maps.  However,  under  Option  B  -  the  shorter  of  the  two  proposals  -  the  street  wall 
height  along  Golden  Gate  Avenue  would  be  maintained  at  130  feet.  Under  Option  A,  the  Golden  Gate 
Avenue  street  wall  would  reach  a  height  of  155  feet. 

The  proposed  building  would  appear  as  a  major  new  visual  element  in  the  Civic  Center,  but  would  not 
block  public  views  of  the  Bay,  hills,  or  other  regional  landmarks,  nor  would  it  obscure  important 
architectural  resources  in  the  Civic  Center.  In  views  from  the  Plaza  towards  the  site  and  City  Hall,  City 
Hall  and  its  300-foot  dome  would  remain  as  a  major  visual  landmark.  The  proposed  project  would  be 
constructed  on  the  edge  of  the  Civic  Center,  just  outside  of  the  local  historic  district  that  is  listed  in 
Article  10  of  the  Planning  Code  and  also  outside  of  two  separate  districts  listed  on  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places.  However,  the  project  would  not  fundamentally  alter  the  relationship  of  the  buildings 
within  these  historic  districts,  which  are  unified  around  the  theme  of  maintaining  the  visual  prominence 
of  City  Hall.  Given  the  project  sponsor's  intention  to  use  exterior  materials  that  are  compatible  with 
other  public  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center,  the  new  building  would  be  compatible  at  its  base  with  other 
major  government  structures. 
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Depending  on  the  option  approved,  the  main  mass  of  the  City  Administrative  Building  (excluding  the 
upper  mechanical  floor)  would  be  between  about  15  and  40  feet  shorter  than  the  new  State  Office 
Building  across  Polk  Street  (approximately  185  feet  tall  at  the  street  wall  parapet  and  205  feet  tall  at  the 
mechanical  penthouse).  In  comparison  to  the  newly-constructed  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  Courthouse 
across  Redwood  Street  (about  85  feet  to  the  parapet  and  100  feet  to  the  dome  at  the  corner  of  Polk  and 
McAllister  Streets),  Option  A  would  be  nearly  twice  the  height,  while  Option  B  would  be  about  two- 
thirds  again  as  tall  as  the  Courthouse.  When  viewed  from  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the  height  of  the  new 
building  would  be  accentuated  in  comparison  to  the  Courthouse,  owing  to  the  increase  in  elevation 
northward  on  Polk  Street.  The  new  building  would  also  be  taller  than  the  base  of  City  Hall,  which  is 
approximately  75  feet  tall  at  the  corner  of  Polk  and  McAllister  Streets. 

Because  the  new  City  Adminstrative  Building  would  be  constructed  at  the  perimeter  of  the  Civic  Center, 
across  the  street  from  the  two  tallest  existing  buildings  in  the  vicinity  and  half  a  block  from  the  towers  of 
Opera  Plaza,  and  because  the  building  would  not  alter  the  fundamental  relationship  between  the  major 
Civic  Center  buildings  and  City  Hall,  the  project  would  not  be  out  of  scale  with  surrounding 
development,  nor  would  it  adversely  affect  the  adjacent  historic  districts.  Therefore,  the  impact  would 
not  be  significant.  Changes  in  the  design  that  might  occur  as  part  of  the  design-build  process  would  not 
likely  change  the  development  program  (e.g.,  square  footage  of  office  space  and  number  of  workers),  and 
therefore  would  not  be  expected  to  result  in  effects  substantially  different  than  described  herein. 

TRANSPORTATION  (p.  46) 

Two  development  scenarios  were  examined  for  estimation  of  project  travel  demand  for  each  of  the  two 
project  options,  i.e.,  City  departments  housed  at  the  site  either  would  or  would  not  include  high  visitor 
level  activity  (such  as  departments  that  routinely  provide  on-site  services  to  the  public).  The  number  of 
daily  person-trips  would  range  from  a  low  of  approximately  3,600  (for  Option  B,  assuming  low  visitor 
activity  departments  would  occupy  the  building)  to  a  high  of  about  4,800  (for  Option  A,  assuming  high 
visitor  activity  departments  would  occupy  the  building).  The  project  would  generate  between  about 
1,580  and  2,120  daily  vehicle  trips,  depending  on  the  option  approved  and  the  scenario  assumed,  and 
between  about  215  and  265  vehicle  trips  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Transit  ridership  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour 
would  be  between  about  250  and  305,  depending  on  the  option  and  scenario. 

All  of  the  five  signalized  study  intersections  currently  operate  at  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  C  or  better  (low 
to  moderate  delays)  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  which  is  good  to  very  good  operating  conditions.  With 
the  addition  of  project  trips,  operating  conditions  at  the  study  intersections  would  not  worsen  from 
existing  conditions,  except  at  the  intersection  of  Van  Ness  and  Golden  Gate  Avenues,  where  the  service 
level  would  drop  from  LOS  C  to  LOS  D  under  all  scenarios.  However,  LOS  D  is  considered  to  be 
acceptable  operations  in  San  Francisco,  and  therefore  this  would  not  result  in  a  significant  effect. 

Under  2015  cumulative  conditions,  p.m.  peak-hour  traffic  conditions  at  the  intersection  of  Van  Ness 
Avenue  /  Golden  Gate  Avenue  would  degrade  to  an  unacceptable  LOS  E  under  all  scenarios.  This  would 
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be  a  significant  cumulative  impact,  to  which  the  project  would  contribute  considerably.  A  potential 
mitigation  measure,  conversion  of  Redwood  Street  to  one-way  eastbound  traffic  flow,  has  been  identified 
(see  p.  72)  that  would  reduce  this  impact  to  a  less-than-significant  level.  Conditions  at  other  study 
intersections  would  not  worsen  from  Year  2000  Without  Project  conditions  with  the  addition  of  traffic 
from  the  built-out  project,  and  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better. 

The  project  would  generate  between  about  250  and  305  p.m.  peak-hour  transit  trips,  which  would 
incrementally  increase  p.m.  peak-period  capacity  utilization  of  MUNI  lines  in  the  area,  but  not  to  the 
degree  that  level  of  service  standards  would  be  exceeded  because  the  riders  would  be  dispersed  among 
the  various  lines  (there  are  more  than  125  buses  and  streetcars  on  the  lines  serving  the  project  area  in  the 
p.m.  peak  hour).  Addition  of  project  riders  to  regional  transit  carriers  would  not  be  measurable  against 
the  day-to-day  fluctuations  in  transit  ridership,  and  no  project-specific  significant  effect  would  result. 
The  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  increases  in  transit  ridership  that  would  result  in  an  marginal 
increase  in  loading  ratios.  However,  the  project  contribution  would  not  be  "considerable"  (about 
15  riders  per  line,  averaged  over  the  20  nearby  MUNI  lines),  and  the  project  effect  therefore  would  not 
be  significant. 

Regarding  parking,  the  project  would  create  a  demand  for  between  345  and  430  parking  spaces, 
depending  on  the  development  option  and  the  level  of  visitors  assumed.  With  100  off-street  parking 
spaces  (up  to  140  spaces  with  valet  operations),  the  project  would  result  in  an  unmet  demand  of  about 
255  to  290  parking  spaces  for  Option  A,  or  205  to  235  spaces  for  Option  B,  depending  on  the  visitor 
activity.  Based  on  existing  parking  availability  (some  165  nearby  off-street  spaces  not  occupied  in  the 
project  vicinity),  project  demand  would  occupy  any  remaining  vacant  spaces  in  nearby  off-street  parking 
facilities,  and  would  result  in  a  deficit  of  between  40  and  125  spaces  in  the  vicinity,  assuming  no  change 
in  travel  modal  split  (e.g.,  from  auto  to  transit).  This  parking  space  deficit  would  result  in  drivers  that 
come  to  the  area  parking  farther  away  from  their  destination,  would  cause  an  increase  in  illegal  on-street 
parking,  or  would  cause  parkers  to  change  travel  modes.  The  deficit  could  also  encourage  operators  of 
existing  parking  facilities,  such  as  the  Civic  Center  Plaza  Garage  and  the  Opera  Plaza  Garage,  to 
consider  the  use  of  valet  parking  to  increase  the  available  supply,  at  least  during  periods  of  peak  demand. 
A  long-term  effect  of  the  parking  deficit  would  be  to  discourage  auto  use  and  encourage  use  of  local 
transit.  San  Francisco  General  Plan  policies  emphasize  the  importance  of  public  transit  use  and 
discourage  the  provision  of  facilities  that  encourage  automobile  use  to  minimize  the  environmental 
impact  of  traffic  congestion,  noise,  and  air  quality  associated  with  unconstrained  vehicle  use.  Therefore, 
the  creation  of  or  increase  in  parking  demand  resulting  from  a  proposed  project  that  cannot  be  met  by 
existing  or  proposed  parking  facilities,  while  inconvenient  to  persons  choosing  to  drive  to  the  area, 
would  not  be  considered  a  significant  effect. 

The  project  sponsor  would  seek  a  variance  from  the  Planning  Code  parking  requirement  to  provide 
100  spaces  instead  of  the  up  to  465  spaces  required  (depending  on  the  development  option  approved). 
The  building  would  contain  disabled  parking  and  bicycle  parking,  and  showers  and  lockers  in 
compliance  with  Planning  Code  requirements. 
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The  proposed  project  would  provide  one  loading  dock  for  vans  and  small  trucks  off  Redwood  Street, 
which  would  meet  the  average  and  peak  demand  for  about  one  loading  space  per  hour,  assuming 
delivery/service  calls  were  made  by  van-type  vehicles.  To  the  extent  full-size  trucks  were  used, 
delivery/service  vehicles  would  seek  on-street  space  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue  and  Polk  Street.  The 
project  sponsor  would  seek  a  variance  from  the  Planning  Code  requirement  for  the  minimum  number  of 
off-street  spaces  (two  would  be  required). 

In  general,  while  the  design  of  the  proposed  City  Administrative  Building  is  subject  to  some  revision  as 
part  of  the  design-build  process,  no  changes  to  the  development  program  (e.g.,  square  footage  of  office 
space  and  number  of  workers)  are  expected  that  would  result  in  effects  outside  the  range  of  impacts 
discussed  in  this  section.  In  summary,  therefore,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  unmitigable 
impact  on  transportation,  circulation  or  parking. 


SHADOW  (p.  56) 

The  project  could  produce  new  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  for  40  minutes  or  less  for  portions  of  the 
•    daily  periods  between  about  7: 10  p.m.  and  7:35  p.m.,  from  May  13  through  July  30  each  year.  The  new 
shadow  cast  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  by  the  project  would  fall  on  the  northeast  corner  of  the  Plaza, 
including  the  northernmost  portion  of  the  Civic  Center  Tot  Lot  (playground).  It  would  occur  at  the  end 
of  the  day,  during  the  last  hour  of  the  period  covered  by  Planning  Code  Section  295  (that  is,  during  the 
last  hour  before  one  hour  prior  to  sunset),  and  would  not  exceed  the  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit  for  new 
shadow  on  the  plaza.  Because  the  new  project  shadow  would  be  within  the  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit, 
and  because  the  new  project  shadow  would  occur  in  the  early  evening,  the  additional  shadow  would  not 
be  expected  to  interfere  with  use  of  the  Plaza,  nor  would  it  conflict  with  the  qualitative  criteria  that,  as 
noted,  call  for  preservation  of  afternoon  sun.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant 
effect  regarding  shadow. 

The  project  would  also  cast  new  shadow  on  Tenderloin  Community  School,  located  on  the  block  to  the 
north  of  the  project  site.  New  shadow  would  affect  the  school  play  areas,  which  are  located  on  the 
building  roof  and  at  street  level  on  Elm  Street,  in  the  morning  hours  between  early  fall  and  late  winter. 
The  maximum  project  shadow  on  the  new  school  would  occur  in  December.  At  9:00  a.m.  on 
December  21  (the  winter  solstice),  the  shorter  Option  B  would  almost  fully  shade  the  rooftop  play  area 
on  the  school's  west  building,  which  is  mostly  in  sunlight  at  that  time  under  existing  conditions. 
Option  A,  with  two  additional  stories,  would  fully  shade  this  play  area.  The  east  rooftop  play  area  would 
remain  in  sunlight  with  Option  B,  but  its  westernmost  approximately  35  feet  would  be  shaded  by 
Option  A.  (The  ground-level  play  areas  along  Elm  Street  are  shaded  by  existing  buildings.)  By 
10:00  a.m.,  shadows  would  shorten  sufficiently  that  neither  option  would  cast  new  shadow  on  the  rooftop 
play  areas.  Both  options,  however,  would  add  new  shadow  to  one  or  both  of  the  ground-level  play  areas, 
which  are  partially  shaded  at  present.  By  12:00  noon,  Option  B  would  cast  no  new  shadow  on  the 
school,  while  Option  A  would  add  a  small  amount  of  shadow  (less  than  500  square  feet)  to  the  eastern 
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portion  of  the  east  ground-level  play  area.  Both  rooftops  and  the  remainder  of  the  ground-level  play 
areas  would  be  in  sunlight.  Project-generated  shadow  at  other  times  of  the  year  would  be  less  extensive. 

The  open  spaces  at  the  school  are  not  subject  to  Planning  Code  Section  295.  Therefore,  project  shadow 
would  not  be  considered  a  significant  effect.  Further,  the  project  would  never  result  in  complete  shading 
of  the  school's  outdoor  open  spaces  and  except  for  the  early  morning  hours  (9:00  a.m.  and  earlier)  in  late 
fall  and  early  winter  (around  the  first  day  of  winter),  when  the  taller  Option  A  would  result  in  near- 
complete  shadow.  Even  in  late  fall  and  early  winter,  by  10:00  a.m.,  substantial  areas  of  the  school's  open 
space  would  be  in  sunlight,  and  would  remain  in  sunlight  throughout  the  year.  The  project  would  cast 
new  shadow,  compared  to  existing  conditions,  on  the  newly  renovated  plaza  at  the  Phillip  Burton  Federal 
Building  during  the  afternoon  hours  year-round,  except  in  late  spring  and  early  summer.  Because  this 
open  space  is  not  subject  to  Planning  Code  Section  295,  this  new  shadow  would  not  be  considered  a 
significant  effect.  Mitigation  is  identified  in  Chapter  IV  (see  p.  73)  to  ensure  that  any  changes  to  the 
building  design  would  not  result  in  shadow  effects  that  would  be  substantially  more  adverse  than 
identified  herein. 

WIND  (p.  68) 

The  project  would  incrementally  increase  wind  speeds  around  and  near  the  base  of  the  new  City 
Administrative  Building,  with  the  taller  Option  A  resulting  in  incrementally  more  change  in  wind  speeds. 
Wind  speeds  would  increase  with  Option  A  by  4  mph  at  one  location,  by  3  mph  at  two  locations,  and  by 
no  more  than  2  mph  -  which  would  be  barely  noticeable  -  at  the  other  28  locations  tested.  Option  B 
would  result  in  no  increases  greater  than  2  mph.  Option  A  would  result  in  wind  speeds  exceeding  the 
1 1-mph  pedestrian  comfort  criterion  at  20  of  3 1  test  points  and  Option  B  would  result  in  18  such 
exceedances,  compared  to  15  exceedances  under  existing  conditions.  Under  both  options,  new 
exceedances  would  occur  on  the  Golden  Gate  Avenue  sidewalk  at  the  northwest  corner  of  the  project 
site,  on  the  north  sidewalk  of  Redwood  Street,  and  at  two  points  on  the  east  sidewalk  of  Polk  Street, 
across  the  street  from  the  project  site.  Option  A  would  also  result  in  three  new  pedestrian  criterion 
exceedances,  including  the  midpoint  of  the  project's  Golden  Gate  Avenue  sidewalk  (outside  the 
proposed  project  entrance),  one  on  the  north  sidewalk  of  Golden  Gate  Avenue  near  Polk  Street,  and  a 
second  on  Redwood  Street.  Option  B  would  result  in  an  additional  new  exceedance  at  Polk  and 
Redwood  Street. 

As  under  existing  conditions,  with  each  option  there  would  be  four  exceedances  of  the  36-mph  wind 
hazard  criterion  at  the  31  test  points.  Both  options  would  increase  the  number  of  hours  during  which  the 
hazard  criterion  would  be  exceeded,  from  518  hours  at  present  to  568  hours  with  Option  A  and  626  hours 
with  Option  B.  However,  neither  option  would  result  in  new  exceedances  of  the  hazard  criterion  at  any 
of  the  3 1  test  points,  and  therefore  the  impact  would  be  less  than  significant,  assuming  the  design 
changes,  if  any,  that  result  from  the  design-build  process  do  not  substantially  alter  the  building  envelope. 
Mitigation  is  identified  in  Chapter  TV  (see  p.  73)  to  ensure  that  any  changes  to  the  building  design  would 
not  result  in  wind  effects  that  would  be  substantially  more  adverse  than  identified  herein. 
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C.  AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY  AND  ISSUES  TO  BE  RESOLVED 

The  primary  areas  of  controversy  surrounding  the  proposed  project  concern  the  height  of  the  proposed 
City  Administrative  Building  and  potential  shadow  and  wind  effects,  including  shadow  that  the  proposed 
project  would  cast  on  the  Tenderloin  Community  School. 

The  Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  will  decide  whether  to  approve  or  disapprove  the 
proposed  project,  including  amendments  of  the  Height  and  Bulk  maps  contained  in  the  Planning  Code 
and  in  the  General  Plan  Urban  Design  Element,  after  review  and  certification  of  the  EIR.  In  selecting  or 
rejecting  project  alternatives,  decision  makers  may  also  use  other  information  in  the  public  record. 

As  with  all  projects,  the  project  design  will  continue  to  evolve  as  the  sponsor  makes  refinements  and 
receives  input  from  the  Planning  Department  and  Planning  Commission.  The  project  is  analyzed  in  this 
EIR  at  a  level  of  analysis  sufficiently  broad  to  permit  these  refinements  without  necessarily  triggering 
new  environmental  review,  yet  in  sufficient  detail  to  identify  specific  potential  physical  effects  on  the 
environment.  Subsequent  changes  in  the  project  will  be  evaluated  to  ensure  that  they  would  not  cause 
new  or  substantially  more  severe  environmental  impacts. 

D.  MITIGATION  MEASURES  (p.  71) 

Measures  required  by  law  that  would  serve  to  mitigate  potential  significant  impacts,  such  as  limitation  of 
construction-related  noise  levels  pursuant  to  the  City  Noise  Ordinance,  compliance  with  Building  Code 
work  practices  for  lead  paint  removal,  and  observance  of  State  and  federal  OSHA  safety  requirements 
related  to  handling  and  disposal  of  other  hazardous  materials,  such  as  asbestos,  are  not  included  as 
mitigation  measures. 


MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 


NOISE  AND  VIBRATION 

A.  l    If  pile  driving  is  required  for  the  project  foundation,  the  project  sponsor  will  require  that  the 

project  engineer  include  in  foundation  plans  submitted  to  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection 
for  review  a  requirement  that  piles  be  pre-drilled  to  the  extent  feasible,  unless  a  soils  report 
indicates  that  soil  conditions  are  such  that  pre -drilling  would  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  the  pile 
foundation. 

CONSTRUCTION  AIR  QUALITY 

B.  l    The  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  sprinkle  exterior  demolition  sites  with 

water  during  demolition,  excavation  and  construction  activity;  sprinkle  unpaved  exterior 
construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other 
material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding 
streets  during  demolition  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions. 
Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable 
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water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the 
contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose. 

TRANSPORTATION 

C.  l    To  mitigate  cumulative  (2015)  conditions,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic 

(DPT)  would  monitor  traffic  level  of  service  (LOS)  conditions  at  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  /  Golden 
Gate  Avenue  intersection  at  a  frequency  of  no  less  than  every  two  years.  At  such  time  as 
warranted  by  traffic  conditions  (i.e.,  a  degradation  of  the  p.m.  peak-hour  service  level  to  an 
unacceptable  LOS  E),  DPT  would  shift  some  project  traffic  away  from  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  / 
Golden  Gate  Avenue  intersection  by  converting  Redwood  Street  to  a  one-way  eastbound  (from 
Van  Ness  Avenue  to  Polk  Street)  street  (or  implement  another  measure  determined  at  that  time  to 
mitigate  the  cumulative  degradation  to  LOS  D  or  better). 

SHADOW 

D.  l    To  ensure  that  shadow  effects  with  respect  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  the  Tenderloin  Community 

School  are  not  substantially  greater  than  identified  in  the  EIR,  if  the  final  design  were  to  differ  in 
height,  setbacks,  or  massing  from  the  design  analyzed  in  this  EIR,  the  design-build  contractor  shall 
complete  a  shadow  study  of  the  final  project  design  prior  to  issuance  of  any  building  or  site  permits 
(exclusive  of  demolition  permits  for  the  existing  building),  should  the  Planning  Department 
determine  that  the  final  design  warrants  such  analysis.  This  analysis,  if  required,  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  Planning  Department  for  review  prior  to  issuance  of  a  building  permit,  and  could 
be  subject  to  further  environmental  review. 

WIND 

E.  l    To  ensure  that  wind  effects  are  not  substantially  greater  than  identified  in  the  EIR,  if  the  final 

design  were  to  differ  in  height,  setbacks,  or  massing  from  the  design  analyzed  in  this  EIR,  the 
design-build  contractor  shall  complete  a  wind-tunnel  analysis  of  the  final  project  design  prior  to 
issuance  of  any  building  or  site  permits  (exclusive  of  demolition  permits  for  the  existing  building), 
should  the  Planning  Department  determine  that  the  final  design  warrants  such  analysis.  This 
analysis,  if  required,  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Planning  Department  for  review  prior  to  issuance  of 
a  building  permit,  and  could  be  subject  to  further  environmental  review. 

HAZARDS 

F.  l    The  project  sponsor  would  ensure  that  building  surveys  for  PCB-containing  equipment  (including 

elevator  equipment),  hydraulic  oils,  and  fluorescent  lights  are  performed  prior  to  the  start  of 
demolition.  Any  hazardous  materials  so  discovered  would  be  abated  according  to  federal,  state, 
and  local  laws  and  regulations. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

G.  l    Given  the  archival  history  of  the  project  site,  the  project  sponsor  would  retain  an  historical 

archaeologist,  who  would  be  present  during  site  excavation  and  would  record  observations  in  a 
permanent  log.  The  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO)  would  also  require  cooperation  of  the 
project  sponsor  in  assisting  such  further  investigations  on  site  as  may  be  appropriate  prior  to  or 
during  project  excavation,  even  if  this  results  in  a  delay  in  excavation  activities. 
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Should  archeological  resources  of  potential  significance  be  found  during  ground  disturbance,  the 
project  sponsor  would  immediately  notify  the  ERO  and  would  suspend  any  excavation  that  the 
ERO  determined  might  damage  such  archaeological  resources.  Excavation  or  construction 
activities  that  might  damage  discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  total 
maximum  of  four  weeks  over  the  course  of  construction. 

The  archaeologist  would  prepare  a  draft  report  containing  an  assessment  of  the  potential 
significance  of  the  find  and  recommendations  for  what  measures  should  be  implemented  to 
minimize  potential  effects  on  archaeological  resources.  Based  on  this  report,  the  ERO  would 
recommend  specific  additional  mitigation  measures  to  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor. 

Mitigation  measures  might  include  a  site  security  program,  additional  on-site  investigations  by  the 
archaeologist,  and/or  documentation,  preservation,  and  recovery  of  cultural  materials.  Finally,  the 
archaeologist  would  prepare  a  draft  report  documenting  the  cultural  resources  that  were 
discovered,  an  evaluation  as  to  their  significance,  and  a  description  as  to  how  any  archaeological 
testing,  exploration  and/or  recovery  program  was  conducted. 

Copies  of  all  draft  reports  prepared  according  to  this  mitigation  measure  would  be  sent  first  and 
directly  to  the  ERO  for  review.  Following  approval  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  final  report(s) 
would  be  sent  by  the  archaeologist  directly  to  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  and  the  Northwest  Information  Center  of  the  California  Historical  Resources 
Information  System.  Three  copies  of  the  final  archaeology  report(s)  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review,  accompanied  by  copies  of  the  transmittals  documenting  its 
distribution  to  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  and  the  Northwest 
Information  Center. 

E.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  (p.  76) 

ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT 

This  alternative  would  entail  no  immediate  change  to  the  site,  which  would  remain  in  its  existing 
condition  for  the  foreseeable  future.  The  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building  would  not  be 
demolished,  and  no  rezoning  would  occur.  Under  this  alternative,  the  City  might  choose  to  sell  the  site, 
or  might  put  forth  another  proposal  for  reuse  of  the  existing  building  or  redevelopment  of  the  site. 

Unless  the  site  were  reoccupied,  there  would  be  no  temporary  construction  impacts,  such  as  noise,  dust 
and  construction  traffic,  nor  would  there  be  any  new  travel  to  and  from  the  site.  This  alternative  would 
not  result  in  any  of  the  less-than-significant  impacts  related  to  shadow  or  wind  that  would  occur  with  the 
proposed  project,  including  the  addition  of  new  shadow  to  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the  Tenderloin 
Community  School,  and  the  Federal  Building  plaza,  and  changes  in  wind  speeds.  Also,  this  alternative 
would  not  affect  views  from  Civic  Center  Plaza.  Additionally,  with  this  alternative,  none  of  the  impacts 
described  in  the  Initial  Study  would  occur.  Conditions  in  the  immediate  future  would  be  reflective  of 
conditions  described  in  the  setting  sections  of  this  report.  Because  the  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building 
sustained  damage  to  its  facade  and  interior  in  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake,  the  building  would 
require  a  substantial  amount  of  work  prior  to  reoccupancy  (see  Alternative  B),  and  it  is  possible  that 
under  the  No  Project  Alternative,  the  building  eventually  would  be  demolished. 
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The  No  Project  Alternative  would  be  environmentally  superior  to  the  project,  at  least  over  the  near  term, 
because  it  would  avoid  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  project,  including  less-than-significant  impacts 
such  as  new  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  on  the  Tenderloin  Community  School;  however,  the 
proposed  project  would  not  generate  any  significant  unavoidable  environmental  effects  since  it  would 
include  mitigation  measures  to  avoid  significant  effects. 

ALTERNATIVE  B:  REHABILITATION  OF  EXISTING  BUILDING 

This  alternative  would  rehabilitate  and  reuse  the  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building  for  City 
offices.  No  on-site  parking  would  be  provided.  This  alternative  would  provide  an  office  building  of 
about  184,000  square  feet,  compared  to  215,000  to  255,500  square  feet  (excluding  parking)  with  the 
proposed  project.  No  rezoning  would  be  required  with  this  alternative,  unlike  the  proposed  project. 
Based  on  a  1995  State  analysis,  the  existing  building  would  have  to  undergo  required  seismic  retrofit  and 
full  hazardous  materials  abatement.  Included  would  be:  soils  stabilization;  seismic  bracing  systems; 
asbestos  removal;  rehabilitation  of  the  floors  and  roof  structures,  and  replacement  of  roofing  material; 
replacement  of  the  exterior  cladding  for  maximizing  energy  efficiency;  installation  of  new  heating, 
ventilation,  and  air  conditioning  systems;  replacement  of  partitions,  core  finishes,  plumbing,  and 
sprinklers;  and  associated  tenant  improvements. 

Because  this  alternative  would  entail  office  development  at  a  lesser  intensity  than  that  proposed  with  the 
project,  effects  related  to  the  intensity  of  development,  such  as  transportation  and  air  quality  impacts, 
would  be  less  intensive  than  with  the  project.  However,  all  such  impacts  of  the  project  would  be  less 
than  significant.  This  alternative,  however,  would  result  in  a  greater  on-site  parking  shortfall  -  up  to 
about  330  spaces,  compared  to  up  to  about  290  spaces  with  the  proposed  project,  because,  while  parking 
demand  would  be  less,  this  alternative  would  provide  no  on-site  parking.  As  with  the  project,  this 
shortfall  would  exceed  the  available  off-street  parking  supply  in  the  vicinity.  Effects  related  to  the 
project  massing  would  not  occur  with  this  alternative,  since  the  existing  building  would  be  reused.  Thus, 
this  alternative  would  cast  no  additional  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the  Tenderloin  Community 
School  or  the  Federal  Building  plaza,  nor  would  it  result  in  the  project's  increase  in  the  duration  of  wind 
hazard  exceedances  at  the  locations  tested.  This  alternative  also  would  not  change  views  from  Civic 
Center  Plaza.  Generation  of  noise  and  vibration  during  construction  and  rehabilitation  would  be  less 
intensive  than  with  the  proposed  project.  Other  construction-related  effects,  such  as  the  potential 
discovery  of  subsurface  cultural  resources  during  excavation,  would  not  occur  with  this  alternative. 


ALTERNATIVE  C:  PROJECT  WITH  NO  PARKING 

This  alternative  would  be  similar  to  the  project,  except  that  no  on-site  parking  would  be  provided. 
Instead  of  two  levels  of  parking  and  loading  below  the  grade  of  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  this  alternative 
would  include  50,000  square  feet  of  additional  program  space  on  the  two  subgrade  levels  (one  of  which 
would  be  at  grade  on  Redwood  Street,  as  with  the  proposed  project),  for  a  total  of  up  to  325,000  square 
feet.  Some  of  this  additional  space  could  be  used  for  City  offices,  while  other  space,  particularly  in  the 
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basement  level,  might  be  used  for  telecommunications  equipment,  a  City  document  production 
(photocopying  and  printing)  shop,  and  other  uses  that  do  not  normally  require  natural  light. 

The  most  substantive  difference  in  impacts,  compared  to  those  with  the  proposed  project,  would  be 
related  to  the  fact  that  this  alternative  would  not  include  parking  on  site.  With  no  on-site  parking,  this 
alternative,  like  the  Rehabilitation  Alternative,  would  result  in  a  greater  on-site  parking  shortfall  -  up  to 
about  450  spaces,  compared  to  up  to  about  290  spaces  with  the  proposed  project.  As  with  the  project, 
this  shortfall  would  exceed  the  available  off-street  parking  supply  in  the  vicinity.  Unlike  the  project,  and 
because  it  would  include  no  on-site  parking,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  considerably  to  a 
cumulative  traffic  impact  at  the  intersection  of  Van  Ness  and  Golden  Gate  Avenues.  Other  impacts 
related  to  the  intensity  of  development  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project.  With  increased 
floor  area,  compared  to  the  proposed  project,  trip  generation  would  be  incrementally  greater  than  that  of 
the  project.  However,  at  least  some  of  the  additional  space  would  have  low  employee  density,  and  the 
change  would  not  result  in  any  new  significant  impacts. 

Effects  related  to  the  footprint  and  mass  of  the  building,  including  effects  on  shadow  and  wind  and 
construction-related  impacts,  would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  proposed  project  (depending  on  the 
development  option  approved),  because  essentially  the  same  structure  would  be  built.  Other  less-than- 
significant  effects  described  in  the  Initial  Study,  including  the  potential  discovery  of  subsurface  cultural 
resources  during  excavation,  would  occur  similarly  with  this  alternative  as  with  the  project. 

ALTERNATIVE  D:  HEIGHT  AND  BULK  LIMIT  COMPLIANCE 

Under  this  alternative,  a  new  City  Administrative  Building  would  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  but 
within  the  existing  height  and  bulk  limits  of  the  site,  which  is  within  a  130-E  Height  and  Bulk  District. 
Therefore,  unlike  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  not  require  rezoning.  The  City 
Administrative  Building  constructed  under  this  alternative  would  be  a  five-story  building  covering  the 
entire  site,  with  an  additional  five-story  tower  at  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  project  site.  This 
alternative  would  contain  about  155,000  square  feet,  and  would  include  approximately  50  on-site  parking 
■  spaces  (about  70  spaces  with  valet  operations).  Assuming  construction  of  a  building  of  maximum 
feasible  usable  space,  this  alternative  could  provide  approximately  the  same  occupied  floor  area  as  is 
contained  in  the  existing  vacant  building  at  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue. 

Effects  related  to  the  intensity  of  development  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  Rehabilitation 
Alternative.  That  is,  these  impacts  would  be  less  intensive  than  with  the  project,  as  trip  generation  would 
be  30  to  40  percent  less  than  with  the  project.  Like  the  Rehabilitation  Alternative,  this  alternative  would 
result  in  less-than-significant  traffic  impacts.  Because  it  would  have  less  on-site  parking  than  would  the 
project,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  considerably  to  a  significant  (mitigable)  cumulative  impact 
on  traffic  operations  at  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  /  Golden  Gate  Avenue  intersection.  Other  less-than- 
significant  impacts  of  the  project,  such  as  those  related  to  air  quality,  would  also  be  less  intensive  under 
this  alternative  than  with  the  project.  This  alternative  would  result  in  an  on-site  parking  shortfall  of  up  to 
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about  220  spaces,  compared  to  up  to  about  290  spaces  with  the  project.  As  with  the  project,  this  shortfall 
would  exceed  the  available  off-street  parking  supply  in  the  vicinity. 

Effects  related  to  the  footprint  and  mass  of  the  building  would  be  different  than  those  of  the  project, 
because  the  City  Administrative  Building  constructed  under  this  alternative  would  have  a  street  wall  of 
65  feet,  half  or  less  of  the  project's  street  wall  height,  depending  on  the  development  option  approved, 
and  about  30  feet  less  than  the  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building.  Because  of  its  five-story 
upper  tower,  this  alternative  would  cast  new  shadow  on  the  Tenderloin  Community  School  compared  to 
existing  conditions,  but  would  affect  less  of  the  school  grounds  than  would  the  proposed  project,  and 
only  during  late  fall  and  early  winter.  Wind  effects  of  this  alternative  would  also  be  different.  Because 
the  Federal  Building  tends  to  control  the  wind  environment  in  the  vicinity,  this  alternative  would  not 
eliminate  existing  exceedances  of  the  hazard  criterion.  However,  with  a  lower  street  wall  height  than  the 
proposed  project  and  the  existing  building  on  the  site,  this  alternative  would  result  in  some  incremental 
decreases  in  wind  speeds  around  the  base  of  the  new  building.  Generally,  wind  effects  would  be  similar 
to  those  of  project  Option  B  (the  shorter,  12-story  project  option).  In  views  from  Civic  Center  Plaza,  this 
alternative  would  be  largely  obscured  by  the  new  Courthouse,  as  is  the  case  with  the  existing  building. 

Other  less-than-significant  effects  described  in  the  Initial  Study,  including  generation  of  noise  and 
vibration  during  construction  and  potential  discovery  of  subsurface  cultural  resources  during  excavation, 
among  other  impacts,  would  occur  in  a  similar  fashion  with  this  alternative  to  those  with  the  project. 

The  Height  and  Bulk  Limit  Compliance  Alternative  would  be  the  environmentally  superior  alternative 
because  it  would  result  in  incrementally  less  substantial  operational  impacts  on  traffic  and  air  quality 
than  would  the  project  (although  project  impacts  would  not  be  significant)  and  would  reduce  the 
proposed  project's  less-than-significant  impact  of  new  shadow  on  the  Tenderloin  Community  School. 
As  noted  in  Chapters  IV  and  V,  the  proposed  project  would  not  generate  any  significant  unavoidable 
environmental  effects  that  could  not  be  mitigated. 

ALTERNATIVE  E:  OFF-SITE  ALTERNATIVE 

An  off-site  alternative  location  has  been  identified  within  the  Civic  Center,  on  the  opposite  side  of  City 
Hall  from  the  proposed  project  site.  The  off-site  alternative  would  be  constructed  at  the  corner  of  Hayes 
and  Polk  Streets,  across  Lech  Walesa  (Ivy)  Street  from  the  Department  of  Public  Health  building.  This 
alternative  would  be  nine  stories  tall  (about  120  feet)  and  would  decrease  to  seven  or  eight  stories  (91  to 
104  feet)  along  Lech  Walesa  (Ivy)  Street  to  minimize  the  shadow  cast  on  Civic  Center  Plaza.  It  would 
occupy  the  eastern  portion  of  the  half-block  between  Lech  Walesa  and  Hayes  Streets,  essentially  in 
mirror  image,  relative  to  City  Hall,  to  the  project  site.  This  alternative  would  occupy  a  larger  footprint 
than  the  project,  extending  about  275  feet  west  of  Polk  Street,  compared  to  about  180  feet  for  the 
proposed  project.  The  alternative  site's  height  and  shadow  constraints  would  limit  the  size  of  the 
building  to  approximately  267,000  square  feet  of  gross  floor  area,  similar  to  Option  B  of  the  proposed 
project.  About  150  parking  spaces  would  be  provided  (about  210  spaces  with  valet  operations).  This 
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alternative  would  require  that  the  City  acquire  and  demolish  the  existing  California  State  Automobile 
Association  diagnostic  clinic  and  parking  garage  building  on  Hayes  Street.  No  rezoning  or  General  Plan 
amendment  for  height  would  be  required. 

Effects  related  to  the  intensity  of  development  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project.  Trip  generation 
would  be  essentially  the  same  as  with  Option  B  of  the  project,  but  the  changed  location  would  result  in 
traffic  effects  being  focused  on  different  intersections.  Less-than-significant  "operational"  impacts  of 
the  project,  such  as  those  related  to  air  quality,  would  essentially  be  the  same  under  this  alternative  to 
those  with  the  project.  This  alternative  would  result  in  the  same  parking  demand  as  that  of  the  project, 
but  less  of  an  on-site  shortfall  -  up  to  about  220  spaces,  compared  to  up  to  about  295  spaces  with  the 
project,  because  of  the  greater  on-site  parking  supply.  As  with  the  project,  this  shortfall  would  exceed 
the  available  off-street  parking  supply  in  the  vicinity. 

Effects  related  to  the  footprint  and  mass  of  the  building  would  be  different  than  those  of  the  project, 
because  of  the  different  location.  As  with  the  project  options,  this  alternative  would  cast  shadow  on 
Civic  Center  Plaza,  but  not  in  excess  of  the  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit;  shadow  from  this  alternative 
would  occur  at  the  southern  portion  of  the  plaza,  near  the  center  of  the  block  between  Polk  and  Larkin 
Streets,  and  only  in  late  fall  and  early  winter.  This  alternative  would  not  cast  shadow  on  the  Tenderloin 
Community  School.  Wind  effects  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  two  project  options,  in  that  the 
alternative  site,  like  the  project  site,  is  in  a  windy  area,  where  ground-level  winds  are  and  will  continue  to 
be  dominated  by  other,  taller  buildings,  including  Fox  Plaza  at  Polk  and  Market  Streets  and  the  CSAA 
tower  at  Fell  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue. 

Other  less-than-significant  effects  described  in  the  Initial  Study,  including  generation  of  noise  and 
vibration  during  construction  and  potential  discovery  of  subsurface  cultural  resources  during  excavation, 
among  other  impacts,  would  occur  in  a  similar  fashion  with  this  alternative  to  those  with  the  project. 

According  to  the  project  sponsor,  the  cost  of  this  alternative  would  be  substantially  greater  than  that  of 
the  proposed  project  due  to  site  acquisition  costs. 
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PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


A.  SITE  LOCATION 

The  project  site  is  at  the  southwest  comer  of  Polk  Street  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  on  the  northeast 
corner  of  the  block  bounded  by  Polk  Street  on  the  east,  McAllister  Street  on  the  south,  Van  Ness  Avenue 
on  the  west,  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue  on  the  north  (see  Figure  1).  That  block  is  divided  by  Redwood 
Street;  the  site  would  occupy  the  easternmost  lot  in  the  half-block  north  of  Redwood  Street.  The 
approximately  22,000-square-foot  site  consists  of  Lot  1  in  Assessor's  Block  766,  and  is  currently 
occupied  by  a  seven-story  office  building,  formerly  used  by  the  State  of  California,  that  has  been  vacant 
since  shortly  after  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.1  The  site  is  within  a  P  (Public)  Use  District  and  a 
130-E  (130-foot  height  limit,  bulk  limits  above  65  feet)  Height  and  Bulk  District.  There  is  no  Floor  Area 
Ratio  (FAR)  limit  in  a  P  District.  The  site  is  immediately  adjacent  to  two  historic  districts  listed  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  to  the  local  Civic  Center  Historic  District,  listed  in  Article  10  of 
the  City  Planning  Code;  each  of  these  three  districts  extends  along  the  southern  boundary  of  the  project 
site  on  Redwood  Street.  The  site  is  adjacent  on  the  west  to  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  Special  Use  District, 
and  is  one  block  west  of  the  North  of  Market  Residential  Special  Use  District.  The  site  is  currently 
owned  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

The  project  site  is  at  the  northwestern  corner  of  the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center;  it  is  across  Polk  Street 
from  the  new  State  of  California  office  building,  is  diagonally  across  the  Polk/Golden  Gate  intersection 
from  the  Philip  Burton  Federal  Building,  and  is  north  across  Redwood  Street  from  the  San  Francisco 
Civic  Center  Courthouse.  City  Hall  and  Civic  Center  Plaza  are  further  south  and  southeast,  respectively, 
across  McAllister  Street.  Two  low-rise  retail  buildings  are  adjacent  to  the  site  on  the  west,  and  other 
development  to  the  north  and  west  is  also  largely  commercial. 

B.  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  project  would  involve  demolition  of  the  existing  vacant  office  building  on  the  site,  and  construction 
of  a  new  building  for  City  offices.  Two  options  are  under  consideration  for  the  new  City  Administrative 
Building.  Option  A  would  entail  construction  of  a  14-story,  181-foot-tall  building  containing  about 
255,500  square  feet  of  office  space,  while  Option  B  would  consist  of  a  12-story,  156-foot-tall  building 
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with  about  215,000  square  feet  of  office  space.  The  two  options  analyzed  herein  are  essentially  the  same 
in  design,  with  Option  A  having  two  additional  stories  in  the  shaft,  or  middle  portion,  of  the  building. 

Both  options  are  anticipated  to  include  two  basement  parking  levels,  accessible  from  Redwood  Street. 
Each  option  would  include  a  ground-floor  lobby  with  a  loading  dock  on  Redwood  Street  (about 
4,000  sq.  ft.  total),  a  partial  uppermost  mechanical  floor  containing  about  7,500  sq.  ft.,  and  about 
43,500  sq.  ft.  devoted  to  parking  and  vehicular  circulation  on  the  two  basement  floors.  Approximately 
100  independently  accessible  parking  spaces  would  be  provided.  Option  A  would  total  about 
303,000  sq.  ft.,  exclusive  of  the  mechanical  penthouse,  including  about  255,500  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  on 
13  stories  and  the  two  basement  parking  levels.  Option  B  would  provide  approximately  262,500  square 
feet  of  floor  area,  exclusive  of  the  mechanical  penthouse,  including  about  215,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space 
on  1 1  stories,  plus  the  basement  parking.  Table  1  summarizes  the  project  characteristics. 

The  building  would  support  approximately  800  to  950  City  employees,  depending  on  the  option 
approved.  Most  of  these  employees  are  expected  to  be  relocated  from  existing  leased  office  space 
elsewhere  in  the  greater  Civic  Center. 

The  project  would  include  a  height  reclassification  (amendment  of  the  height  and  bulk  designations  in 
the  Planning  Code  zoning  maps  and  the  General  Plan  Urban  Design  Element  maps)  of  the  site  from 
130-E  (130-foot  height  limit,  bulk  limits  above  65  feet)  to  either  200-L  or  160-L  (200-foot  or  160-foot 
height  limit,  above  80  feet,  maximum  length  of  250  feet  and  maximum  diagonal  dimension  of  300  feet) 
to  accommodate  the  proposed  building  (depending  on  the  option  approved).  As  noted,  approximately 
100  parking  spaces  would  be  provided  (about  140  spaces  with  valet  operations)  instead  of  the  430  to 
511  parking  spaces  required,  and  the  project  will  seek  a  variance  from  the  Planning  Code  requirement  for 
on-site  parking  (Planning  Code  Sec.  151).  The  project  would  include  one  loading  space  to  accommodate 
vans  and  small  trucks  at  a  loading  dock  on  Redwood  Street  instead  of  the  two  loading  spaces  required;  a 
variance  will  be  sought  from  the  Planning  Code  requirement  for  a  second  loading  space  (Sec.  152).  In 
compliance  with  Planning  Code  Section  155.1,  Option  A  would  include  at  least  37  bicycle  parking 
spaces  (24  long-term  spaces  for  employees,  plus  eight  short-term  spaces  for  visitors),  while  Option  B 
would  include  32  bicycle  spaces  (24  long-term  and  8  short-term).  The  project  would  also  include  at  least 
four  showers  and  eight  clothes  lockers  in  accordance  with  Section  155.3. 

With  the  exception  of  the  off-street  parking  and  loading  areas,  lobby,  and  mechanical  space,  the  entire 
proposed  building  would  be  used  for  City  employee  office  space,  most  likely  accommodating 
departments  currently  located  in  leased  space  elsewhere  in  the  greater  Civic  Center  area. 

The  proposed  City  Administrative  Building  is  anticipated  to  be  constructed  pursuant  to  a  pilot  program 
for  the  design  and  construction  of  new  Resource-Efficient  City  Buildings  (the  "Green  Building" 
ordinance)  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  May  1999  and  by  the  Mayor  in  June  1999.  The  pilot 
program  calls  for  the  creation  of  a  multi-departmental  task  force  that,  along  with  the  Bureau  of 
Architecture  within  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  will  identify  several  Pilot  Projects  from  among 
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TABLE  1 
PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 


Characteristic  Option  A  Option  B 


Height  (stories) 

14 

12 

Height  (feet) 

181 

156 

Office  Space  (sq.  ft.) 

255,500 

215,000 

Lobby  and  Loading  Dock 

4,000 

4,000 

Parking  Spaces 

100 

100 

Parking  (sq.  ft.) 

43,500 

43,500 

Mechanical  Space  (sq.  ft.) 

7,500 

7,500 

Total  Floor  Area 

310,500 

270,000 

Employees 

950 

800 

Source:  San  Francisco  Bureau  of  Architecture 


construction  projects  proposed  by  several  City  departments.  The  Pilot  Projects  will  be  selected  to 
demonstrate  innovative  construction  techniques,  building  materials,  landscaping  techniques,  and/or  other 
building  systems  addressing  1 1  separate  goals:  A)  improved  energy  efficiency;  B)  consideration  of 
energy  generation  by  passive  solar  or  other  renewable  source;  C)  improved  water  conservation; 
D)  healthy  indoor  air  quality;  E)  adequate  storage  and  collection  of  recyclables;  F)  environmentally 
sensitive  landscaping,  including  planting  of  drought-resistant  native  plants  and  design  for  landscape 
maintenance  using  integrated  pest  management;  G)  procurement  of  building  materials  with  minimal 
impact  on  indoor  air  quality,  maximized  recycled  product  content,  and  future  recycling  potential; 

H)  building  design  features  that  discourage  pest  infestation,  such  as  sloping  ledges  to  discourage  the 
roosting  of  pigeons  and  easy-to-clean  floor  surfaces  to  discourage  dust  mites  and  other  insects; 

I)  stormwater  management;  J)  water  pollution  prevention;  and  K)  wastewater  recycling.  The  Bureau  of 
Architecture  is  to  report  to  the  Supervisors  by  2002  on  the  environmental,  health,  and/or  economic 
benefits  of  the  Pilot  Projects;  standards  for  and  methodology  for  evaluating  the  resource  efficiency  of 
future  projects,  and  the  success  of  the  pilot  program. 

The  proposed  City  Administrative  Building  would  be  a  steel-frame  structure  clad  in  panels  of  masonry 
and/or  stone  and  glass  and  intended  to  be  compatible  with  other  public  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center. 
Based  on  preliminary  design  work,  the  new  building  is  anticipated  to  be  constructed  in  a  generally 
rectangular  shape  at  levels  one  through  12  (for  Option  A)  (or  levels  one  through  10  for  Option  B),  to  a 
height  of  155  feet  (130  feet  for  Option  B)  above  Golden  Gate  Avenue.  The  13th  story  (11th  story  for 
Option  B)  would  be  set  back  from  Golden  Gate  Avenue  to  limit  new  shadow  on  the  Tenderloin 
Community  School  one  block  to  the  north,  and  would  reach  168  feet  (143  feet  for  Option  B)  in  height. 
The  partial  mechanical  story  (14th  for  Option  A,  12th  for  Option  B)  would  be  set  back  on  three  sides  - 
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from  Polk  Street,  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  and  the  western  property  line  -  and  would  rise  to  181  feet 
(156  feet).  A  10-foot  tall  elevator  penthouse  would  be  situated  near  the  southern  edge  of  the  roof.2  The 
preliminary  design  also  indicates  a  slightly  curved  facade  in  the  center  portion  of  levels  three  through  12 
(for  Option  A)  (levels  three  through  10  for  Option  B)  that  would  echo  the  curved  facade  of  the  new  State 
Office  Building  across  Polk  Street.  Figures  2  and  3,  pp.  20  and  21,  depict  axonometric  drawings  of  the 
proposed  building  massing  for  Option  A  and  Option  B,  respectively.  This  massing  model  was  used  for 
wind  and  shadow  studies.  The  treatment  of  the  building  facades,  their  shape,  and  treatment  of  materials 
has  not  been  formally  determined,  but  is  expected  to  represent  refinements  of  this  model.  This  scheme 
thus  illustrates  one  potential  design  approach. 

The  main  pedestrian  entrance  to  the  proposed  building  would  be  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  near  the  corner 
of  Polk  Street.  The  main  lobby  inside  this  entrance  would  lead  to  elevators  approximately  in  the  center 
of  the  building  that  would  serve  all  upper  floors.  A  secondary  pedestrian  entrance  would  be  on  Polk 
Street.  As  noted  above,  the  building  would  have  a  parking  entrance  and  freight  loading  dock  on 
Redwood  Street,  along  the  southern  facade.  Trash  and  recycling  receptacles  would  also  be  located  in  this 
area. 

The  project  would  include  demolition  of  the  existing  525  Golden  Gate  building,  which  sustained  damage 
to  its  facade  and  interior  in  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.  Prior  to  demolition,  the  City  would 
undertake  remediation  of  asbestos  and  other  potentially  hazardous  materials  in  accordance  with  local, 
state,  and  federal  laws  and  regulations. 

The  existing  525  Golden  Gate  building  was  constructed  in  1959  and  is  not  rated  in  any  known 
architectural  surveys;  as  noted  above,  the  site  is  adjacent  to  nationally  and  locally  designated  historic 
districts.  There  is  no  parking  in  the  existing  building,  which  contains  one  off-street  loading  space.  There 
are  vacant  planter  boxes  at  street  level  on  the  front  facade  of  the  existing  building,  but  no  vegetation  on 
the  site.  Existing  street  trees  on  the  Golden  Gate  Avenue  and  Polk  Street  sidewalks  in  front  of  the  project 
site  would  be  replaced. 

Excavation  would  be  required  to  a  depth  of  approximately  30  feet  below  the  grade  level  on  Golden  Gate 
Avenue.  The  existing  building  basement,  including  the  existing  loading  dock  on  Redwood  Street,  would 
be  demolished.  The  project  may  include  pile  driving  as  part  of  its  foundation  system.  A  geotechnical 
report  would  be  prepared  for  the  project  sponsor  and  its  recommendations  reviewed  and  accepted  by  the 
Department  of  Building  Inspection  prior  to  the  start  of  excavation  or  construction. 


The  elevator  penthouse  would  not  be  counted  towards  the  building  height  (Planning  Code  Sec.  260(b)(1)(B)). 
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Demolition  of  the  existing  building  is  anticipated  to  last  approximately  four  months,  beginning  in  early 
2001.  Construction  of  the  new  office  building  would  take  approximately  26  months.  Occupancy  in 
anticipated  by  mid-2004.  The  project  is  anticipated  to  be  executed  through  a  design-build  process, 
meaning  that  the  City  would  select  a  single  team  to  complete  the  final  design  and  construct  the  building. 
Therefore,  the  final  design  is  subject  to  change,  particularly  as  concerns  architectural  details.  The 
design-build  process  is  subject  to  final  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  mayor. 

C.  PROJECT  SPONSOR'S  OBJECTIVES 

The  project  sponsor  is  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  (City).  The  City  desires  to  consolidate 
many  of  its  administrative  functions  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  City  Hall,  allowing  for  better 
interaction  between  those  offices,  City  Hall  and  the  public,  consistent  with  the  direction  in  the  Civic 
Center  Plan,  an  area  plan  within  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  to  encourage  governmental  activities 
and  functions  to  locate  "within  a  'sphere  of  influence'  within  the  Civic  Center  to  avoid  inefficient 
dispersal  of  these  activities  throughout  the  area  [and]  in  new  consolidated  facilities  rather  than  being 
dispersed  throughout  the  adjacent  area  in  leased  or  rented  quarters"  (Objective  2,  Policies  3  and  4). 

Construction  of  a  new  City  office  building  would  achieve  a  long-term  cost  savings  to  the  City  by 
accommodating  portions  of  City  departments  that  currently  occupy  leased  space.  The  City  currently 
leases  approximately  1,000,000  square  feet  of  office  space  in  the  Civic  Center  area.3 

Placing  several  City  offices  at  the  project  site,  in  close  proximity  to  City  Hall,  would  allow  for  easier 
interaction  between  employees  of  various  departments  and  would  benefit  members  of  the  public  who 
must  visit  various  offices.  It  would  provide  good  transit  access  via  MUNI  surface  lines,  Golden  Gate 
Transit,  and  SamTrans  (all  within  a  block  of  the  project  site),  as  well  as  MUNI  Metro  and  BART  (five 
blocks  away). 

By  removing  a  vacant,  earthquake-damaged  building  and  constructing  a  new  structure,  the  proposed 
project  would  also  assist  in  the  overall  revitalization  of  the  Civic  Center  Area  that  includes  the 
construction  of  the  new  Courthouse,  the  New  Main  Library,  the  new  and  renovated  State  Office  Building 
complex,  and  the  new  Tenderloin  Community  (elementary)  School  at  Elm  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue; 
the  recently  completed  renovations  of  City  Hall,  the  Opera  House,  and  the  Bill  Graham  Civic 
Auditorium;  conversion  of  the  Old  Main  Library  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum  (in  progress);  and  the  planned 
renovation  of  Civic  Center  Plaza. 

D.  PROJECT  APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS 

This  EIR  will  undergo  a  public  comment  period  as  noted  on  the  cover,  including  a  public  hearing  before 
the  Planning  Commission  on  the  Draft  EIR.  Following  the  public  comment  period,  responses  to  written 
and  oral  comments  will  be  prepared  and  published  in  a  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Figure  as  of  August  I,  2000;  provided  by  Steve  Legnitto,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Real  Estate.  August  6.  2000. 
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document.  The  Draft  EIR  will  be  revised  as  appropriate  and,  with  the  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and 
Responses,  presented  to  the  Planning  Commission  for  certification  as  to  accuracy,  objectivity,  and 
completeness.  No  approvals  or  permits  may  be  issued  before  the  Final  EIR  is  certified. 

Following  certification  of  the  EIR,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Planning  Commission 
would  be  asked  to  approve  rezoning  of  the  site  to  change  the  Height  and  Bulk  District  of  the  entire  site 
from  130-E  to  200-L  or  16-L  and  to  similarly  change  the  Height  and  Bulk  Maps  in  the  General  Plan 
Urban  Design  Element  in  order  to  allow  for  construction  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  Planning  Commission  would  also  be  asked  to  consider  a  General  Plan  referral  determining 
conformity  with  the  General  Plan  for  demolition  of  existing  building  and  construction  of  the  new  City 
Administrative  Building.  The  Planning  Department  and  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  would  be 
asked  to  approve  demolition  and  construction  permits.  No  building  permit  applications  have  been  filed 
to  date. 

Because  the  project  would  be  a  public  building  constructed  on  City-owned  land,  the  Planning 
Commission  would  review  and  the  Art  Commission  would  be  asked  to  approve  the  building  design. 

The  Zoning  Administrator  would  be  asked  to  approve  a  variance  for  less  than  the  Planning  Code- 
required  amount  of  off-street  parking  and  loading  spaces. 

On  November  4,  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  passed  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning 
Initiative,  which  established  eight  Priority  Policies  under  Planning  Code  Section  101.1.  These  policies 
are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  protection  of  neighborhood 
character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of  affordable  housing;  discouragement  of  commuter 
automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and  service  land  uses  from  commercial  office  development  and 
enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership;  earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and 
historic  building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space.  Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project 
which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  or  adopting  any 
zoning  ordinance  or  development  agreement,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  or 
legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies.  The  motion  by  the  Planning  Commission  approving  or 
disapproving  the  project  will  contain  the  analysis  determining  whether  the  project  is  in  conformance  with 
the  Priority  Policies. 

As  a  City  office  building,  the  project  is  not  subject  to  approval  under  Planning  Code  Section  321  and 
322,  the  Office  Development  Annual  Limit,  nor  would  the  project  office  space  be  counted  against  the 
annual  limit  of  office  square  footage  that  may  be  developed  in  San  Francisco. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS 


A.  LAND  USE  AND  GENERAL  PLAN  CONFORMITY 

LAND  USE 

The  Initial  Study  concluded  that  the  project  would  not  have  adverse  land  use  impacts.  Land  use  setting 
information  is  included  in  the  EIR  for  informational  purposes,  to  orient  the  reader. 

The  Civic  Center  is  identified  and  functions  as  a  central  area  for  governmental  and  cultural  activity. 
Governmental  activities  and  offices,  private  offices,  retail,  restaurant,  and  residential  uses,  and  historic 
landmarks  surround  Civic  Center  Plaza.  Many  residential  and  (primarily  non-government)  office 
structures  have  ground-floor  retail,  including  restaurant  and  personal  service,  uses. 

The  project  site  was  occupied  by  government  offices  until  shortly  after  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake. 
Land  uses  south  and  east  of  the  project  site  are  primarily  offices  of  city,  state,  and  federal  agencies, 
including  a  series  of  public  buildings  that  frame  Civic  Center  Plaza.  The  new  San  Francisco  Civic 
Center  Courthouse  is  immediately  south,  across  Redwood  Street,  and  City  Hall  and  the  Department  of 
Public  Health  are  further  south;  these  buildings  are  to  the  west  of  the  Plaza.  The  State  of  California 
Civic  Center  Complex,  including  a  new  office  building  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue  and  the  historic 
California  State  Building  on  McAllister  Street,  is  to  the  east  of  the  project  site,  across  Polk  Street,  and 
borders  Civic  Center  Plaza  on  the  north.  To  the  east  of  Civic  Center  Plaza  are  the  Old  Main  Library 
building  (under  renovation  as  the  future  home  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum),  New  Main  Library,  and  to  the 
south,  Bill  Graham  Civic  Auditorium.  The  Civic  Center  Garage  and  Brooks  Hall  are  beneath  Civic 
Center  Plaza. 

Northeast  of  the  project  site,  across  the  intersection  of  Polk  and  Golden  Gate,  is  the  Phillip  Burton 
Federal  Building.  This  structure  is  part  of  a  second  ring  of  civic  buildings  around  Civic  Center  Plaza  that 
also  includes  the  Old  Federal  Building  on  U.N.  Plaza;  the  new  Tenderloin  Community  (elementary) 
school  on  Turk  Street  between  Polk  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue;  and,  on  Van  Ness  Avenue,  the 
Edmund  G.  "Pat"  Brown  State  Office  Building  at  McAllister  Street,  the  War  Memorial  Opera  House  and 
Veterans  Building  between  McAllister  and  Grove  Streets,  the  Louise  M.  Davies  Symphony  Hall  at  Grove 
Street,  and  the  former  headquarters  of  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (now  planned  as  the 
High  School  of  the  Arts  campus)  at  Hayes  Street;  the  school  district  headquarters  is  currently  located  at 
555  Franklin  Street  at  McAllister  Street.  There  are  also  private  office  uses  to  the  north  of  the  project  site 
and  commercial  uses  to  the  west,  including  two  restaurants  on  the  project  block  of  Golden  Gate  Avenue. 
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A.  LAND  USE 


The  nearest  residences  are  condominiums  at  Opera  Plaza,  at  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Golden  Gate,  one 
block  west,  and  apartments  at  Larkin  and  Golden  Gate,  Van  Ness  and  McAllister,  and  Polk  and  Turk,  all 
about  one  block  from  the  site.  A  senior  housing  project  has  been  approved  at  the  northeast  corner  of 
Golden  Gate  and  Van  Ness  Avenues,  but  construction  has  not  begun. 

The  City  has  been  planning  for  additional  office  space  in  the  Civic  Center  for  more  than  10  years.  In 
1987,  when  the  City  was  leasing  nearly  200,000  square  feet  of  office  space  in  the  Civic  Center  area,  a 
Planning  Department  report  identified  possible  development  opportunities  for  City  office  space  at  Polk 
and  McAllister  Streets  -  where  the  new  Courthouse  has  since  been  completed  -  and  at  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  Grove  Street.  Following  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake,  the  State  of  California  decided  not  to 
repair  the  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building,  and  the  Planning  Department,  in  its  1994  Draft 
Civic  Center  Study,  identified  the  half  block  north  of  Redwood  Street,  between  Polk  Street  and  Van  Ness 
Avenue  -  including  the  proposed  project  site  -  as  a  suitable  location  for  a  new  City  office  building. 

The  proposed  project,  a  new  building  containing  approximately  215,000  to  255,500  square  feet  of  City 
offices  and  about  50,000  square  feet  of  parking,  would  result  in  an  increase  in  intensity  of  land  uses  on 
the  project  site  and  in  the  vicinity,  given  that  the  existing  building  is  vacant.  However,  the  project  would 
not  alter  the  general  land  use  pattern  of  the  immediate  area,  which  includes  numerous  government  office 
buildings  noted  above.  The  existing  building  on  the  project  site  is  about  184,000  gross  square  feet. 
Thus,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  net  addition  of  between  about  31,000  and  71,500  square 
feet.4  As  a  reintroduction  of  government  office  use  on  the  site,  the  project  would  be  compatible  with 
existing  nearby  uses,  notably  the  Civic  Center  location  of  government  offices  and  related  government 
functions.  The  project  also  would  not  disrupt  or  divide  the  neighborhood,  since  it  would  be  developed 
within  the  existing  block  configuration.  Therefore,  effects  related  to  land  use  would  not  be  significant. 


GENERAL  PLAN 

The  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  which  provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide  land  use 
decisions,  contains  some  policies  that  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  Some  key  objectives  and 
policies  are  noted  below.  No  substantial  or  obvious  conflicts  with  the  General  Plan  have  been  identified, 
although  the  project  would  require  amendment  of  the  Height  and  Bulk  Maps  in  the  General  Plan  Urban 
Design  Element  to  accommodate  the  proposed  building.  The  Planning  Commission  would  consider  the 
question  of  General  Plan  conformity  further.  Any  conflicts  not  identified  herein  would  not  change  the 
physical  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project.  Relevant  General  Plan  policies  are  listed  below. 


The  increase  in  occupied  floor  area  would  be  greater,  as  the  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building  has  a  relatively 
inefficient  floor  plan,  with  only  about  two-thirds  of  the  gross  floor  area  considered  "usable,"  according  to  the 
San  Francisco/Oakland  State  Facilities  Plan  (see  Note  I,  p.  15). 
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 III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS 

A.  LAND  USE 

THE  COMMUNITY  FACILITIES  ELEMENT 

•  Objective  9,  "Assure  that  institutional  uses  are  located  in  a  manner  that  will  enhance  their  efficient 
and  effective  use;"  and  Policy  1,  "Locate  institutional  uses  according  to  the  Institutional  Facilities 
Plan." 

THE  RECREATION  AND  OPEN  SPACE  ELEMENT 

•  Objective  2,  "Develop  and  maintain  a  diversified  and  balanced  city-wide  system  of  high  quality 
public  open  space;"  and  Policy  3,  "Preserve  sunlight  in  public  open  spaces." 

THE  TRANSPORTATION  ELEMENT 

•  Objective  1,  Policy  1.3,  "Give  priority  to  public  transit  and  other  alternatives  to  the  private 
automobile  as  the  means  of  meeting  San  Francisco's  transportation  needs,  particularly  those  of 
commuters." 

•  Objective  17,  Policy  17.1,  "Discourage  the  provision  of  new  long-term  parking  downtown  and  near 
major  employment  centers." 

•  Objective  24  Policy  24.2,  "Maintain  and  expand  the  planting  of  street  trees." 

•  Objective  26,  Policy  26.1,  "Retain  streets  and  alleys  not  required  for  traffic  ,  or  portions  thereof,  for 
through  pedestrian  circulation  and  open  space;"  and  Policy  26.3,  "Encourage  pedestrian  serving  uses 
on  the  sidewalk." 

•  Objective  27,  "Ensure  that  bicycles  can  be  used  safely  and  conveniently  as  a  primary  means  of 
transportation,  as  well  as  for  recreational  purposes." 

•  Objective  28,  "Provide  secure  and  convenient  parking  facilities  for  bicycles;"  Policy  28.1,  "Provide 
secure  bicycle  parking  in  new  governmental,  commercial  and  residential  developments;"  and  Policy 
28.33,  "Provide  parking  facilities  which  are  safe,  secure,  and  convenient." 

•  Objective  29,  "City  government  should  play  a  leadership  role  in  increasing  bicycle  use;"  and 
Policy  29.1,  "Consider  the  needs  of  bicycling  and  the  improvement  of  bicycle  accommodation  in  all 
city  decisions  and  improve  accommodation  as  much  as  possible." 

THE  URBAN  DESIGN  ELEMENT 

•  Objective  I,  "Emphasis  of  the  characteristic  pattern  which  gives  to  the  city  and  its  neighborhoods  an 
image,  a  sense  of  purpose,  and  a  means  of  orientation;"  Policy  3,  "Recognize  that  buildings,  when 
seen  together,  produce  a  total  effect  that  characterizes  the  city  and  its  districts;"  Policy  4,  "Protect 
and  promote  large-scale  landscaping  and  open  space  that  define  districts  and  topography;"  Policy  6, 
"Make  centers  of  activity  more  prominent  through  design  of  street  features  and  by  other  means;"  and 
Policy  7,  "Recognize  the  natural  boundaries  of  districts,  and  promote  connections  between  districts." 
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 III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS 

A.  LAND  USE 

•  Objective  2,  "Conservation  of  resources  which  provide  a  sense  of  nature,  continuity  with  the  past, 
and  freedom  from  overcrowding;"  Policy  6,  "Respect  the  character  of  older  development  nearby  in 
the  design  of  new  buildings;"  and  Policy  7,  "Recognize  and  protect  outstanding  and  unique  areas  that 
contribute  in  an  extraordinary  degree  to  San  Francisco's  visual  form  and  character." 

•  Objective  3,  "Moderation  of  major  new  development  to  complement  the  city  pattern,  the  resources  to 
be  conserved  and  the  neighborhood  environment;"  Policy  1,  "Promote  harmony  in  the  visual 
relationships  and  transitions  between  new  and  older  buildings;"  Policy  2,  "Avoid  extreme  contrasts 
in  color,  shape  and  other  characteristics  which  will  cause  new  buildings  to  stand  out  in  excess  of 
their  public  importance;"  Policy  3,  "Promote  efforts  to  achieve  high  quality  of  design  for  buildings  to 
be  constructed  at  prominent  locations;"  and  Policy  4,  "Promote  building  forms  that  will  respect  and 
improve  the  integrity  of  open  spaces  and  other  public  areas;"  and  Policy  5,  "Relate  the  height  of 
buildings  to  important  attributes  of  the  city  pattern  and  to  the  height  and  character  of  existing 
development." 

THE  CIVIC  CENTER  AREA  PLAN 

The  project  site  is  outside  of,  but  immediately  adjacent  to  the  "core  area"  of  the  Civic  Center  Area  Plan, 
which  abuts  the  southern  boundary  of  the  site  on  Redwood  Street.  The  Area  Plan  designates  the  project 
site  for  administrative  use. 

•  Objective  1,  "Maintain  and  reinforce  the  Civic  Center  as  the  symbolic  and  ceremonial  focus  of 
community  government  and  culture;"  Policy  1,  "Emphasize  key  public  buildings,  particularly  City 
Hall,  through  visually  prominent  siting;"  Policy  2,  "Maintain  the  formal  architectural  character  of  the 
Civic  Center;"  Policy  3,  "Design  Civic  Center  buildings  and  open  spaces  to  serve  as  public  gathering 
places  for  ceremonial,  cultural,  recreational,  and  other  community  activities;"  Policy  4,  "Provide  a 
sense  of  identity  and  cohesiveness  through  unifying  street  and  Plaza  design  treatments;"  and  Policy 
5,  "Maintain  existing  streets  as  vehicular,  pedestrian  or  open  space  corridors." 

•  Objective  2,  "Develop  the  Civic  Center  as  a  cohesive  area  for  the  administrative  functions  of  city, 
state,  and  federal  government,  and  as  a  focal  point  for  cultural,  ceremonial,  and  community 
activities;"  Policy  1,  "Design  the  Civic  Center  to  promote  efficiency  and  convenience  within  and 
between  the  governmental  entities  represented,  and  provide  for  their  orderly  expansion;"  Policy  3, 
"Encourage  governmental  activities  of  each  level  of  government  to  locate  within  a  'sphere  of 
influence'  within  the  Civic  Center  to  avoid  inefficient  dispersal  of  these  activities  throughout  the 
area;"  and  Policy  4,  "Encourage  administrative-oriented  governmental  functions  (executive, 
legislative,  and  judicial)  to  locate  in  new  consolidated  facilities  rather  than  being  dispersed 
throughout  the  adjacent  area  in  leased  or  rented  quarters." 

•  Objective  3,  "Provide  convenient  access  to  and  circulation  within  the  Civic  Center,  and  support 
facilities  and  services;"  Policy  1,  "Locate  buildings  employing  large  number  of  employees  and/or 
attracting  large  numbers  of  visitors  in  convenient  pedestrian  proximity  to  public  transit  and  off-street 
parking  facilities;"  and  Policy  3,  "Provide  and  price  parking  for  short-term  visitor  use,  and 
discourage  long-term  parking.  Encourage  transit  use  as  the  primary  means  of  access  to  the  Civic 
Center." 
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 ni.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS 

A.  LAND  USE 

THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  ELEMENT 

•  Objective  1,  Policy  4,  "Assure  that  all  new  development  meets  strict  environmental  quality  standards 
and  recognizes  human  needs." 

•  Objective  4,  Policy  1,  "Support  and  comply  with  objectives,  policies,  and  air  quality  standards  of  the 
Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District." 

•  Objective  1 1,  "Promote  land  uses  that  are  compatible  with  various  transportation  noise  levels." 

•  Objective  12,  "Establish  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  as  a  model  for  energy  management." 

•  Objective  15,  "Increase  the  energy  efficiency  of  transportation  and  encourage  land  use  patterns  and 
methods  of  transportation  which  use  less  energy;"  and  Policy  3,  "Encourage  an  urban  design  pattern 
that  will  minimize  travel  requirements  among  working,  shopping,  recreation,  school  and  childcare 
areas." 

THE  COMMUNITY  SAFETY  ELEMENT 

•  Objective  2,  Policy  2.1,  "Assure  that  new  construction  meets  current  structural  and  life  safety 
standards;"  Policy  2.7,  "Abate  structural  and  non-structural  hazards  in  City-owned  structures;"  and 
Policy  2.9,  "Consider  information  about  geologic  hazards  whenever  City  decisions  that  will 
influence  land  use,  building  density,  building  configurations  or  infrastructure  are  made." 

DRAFT  CIVIC  CENTER  PLAN 

In  addition  to  the  above  adopted  General  Plan  policies,  the  Planning  Department  in  October  1994 
published  a  draft  Civic  Center  Study,  including  proposed  revisions  to  the  Civic  Center  Area  Plan. 
Although  not  adopted,  the  following  information  on  the  draft  plan  is  provided  for  the  reader's 
information. 

The  draft  Civic  Center  plan  calls  for  locating  governmental  legislative,  administrative  and  permit 
functions  in  City-owned  buildings  near  City  Hall  to  promote  the  efficiency  and  convenience  of 
governmental  agencies  and  reduce  long-term  lease  costs  (Objective  1,  Policies  1  and  2).  The  draft  plan 
also  promotes  both  daytime  and  nighttime  uses  to  ensure  the  vitality  of  Civic  Center  (Objective  1, 
Policy  3)  and  calls  for  Civic  Center  buildings  and  open  spaces  to  serve  as  public  gathering  places 
(Objective  1,  Policy  4).  The  draft  plan  recommends  preserving  and  strengthening  the  urban  form  of 
Civic  Center  (Objective  2),  protecting  view  corridors  (Objective  2,  Policy  1),  and  promoting  harmony  in 
building  heights  while  maintaining  the  prominence  of  City  Hall  (Objective  2,  Policy  2).  Objective  3, 
Policy  1  calls  for  maintenance  of  the  formal  architectural  character  of  Civic  Center  with  City  Hall  as  the 
centerpiece,  while  Policy  3  states  that  new  buildings  should  be  compatible  with  the  architectural 
character  of  Civic  Center  and  incorporate  major  common  design  elements.  The  project  site  is  within  the 
Secondary  Facades  portion  of  the  core  area  under  the  draft  Civic  Center  plan,  which  includes  proposed 
design  guidelines  for  secondary  facades  recommending  that  eye-catching  features  that  could  compete 
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A.  LAND  USE 


with  City  Hall  should  be  avoided,  and  that  the  mass  of  buildings  should  not  overpower  existing  historic 
buildings. 

B.  VISUAL  QUALITY 

SETTING 

The  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building  is  about  100  feet  tall  and  has  glass  curtain  walls  on  three 
sides.  The  western  wall  has  no  windows  and  is  finished  in  rose-colored  concrete.  The  building  entrance 
is  at  the  westernmost  portion  of  the  principal  Golden  Gate  Avenue  facade.  Above  the  entrance,  the 
building  is  clad  in  white  marble,  and  the  same  cladding  is  used  on  the  eastern  portion  of  the  south 
(Redwood  Street)  facade,  as  well  as  the  northeast  and  southeast  corners  of  the  building.  The  building's 
form  is  that  of  a  rectangular  cube,  except  where  the  western  wall  rises  approximately  25  feet  above  the 
parapet  to  encompass  a  mechanical  penthouse  on  the  roof. 

Dark  brown  polished  granite  cladding  covers  the  building  base  on  three  sides,  including  planter  boxes  on 
the  Golden  Gate  Avenue  facade  that  are  recessed  beneath  the  main,  overhanging  facade.  Above  the  base, 
the  building's  stories  are  differentiated  within  the  curtain  walls  by  alternating  bands  of  clear  glass  and 
polished  granite  in  a  grey-pink  color.  Typical  of  the  International  Style  in  which  the  building  was 
designed,  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  has  little  facade  detail  save  the  vertical  aluminum  window  mullions 
and  a  simple  canopy  over  the  main  pedestrian  entrance.  There  is  no  cornice  or  other  molding  atop  the 
facades. 

The  building  occupies  its  entire  site.  Freight  loading  is  via  a  loading  dock  at  the  rear,  on  Redwood 
Street.  There  is  no  parking  within  the  existing  building. 

The  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building  is  substantially  taller  than  other  buildings  on  its  block. 
Immediately  west  of  the  project  site  is  a  single-story  retail  building,  occupied  by  a  restaurant,  and  a  two- 
story  office-over-retail  structure.  At  the  corner  of  Van  Ness  and  Golden  Gate  Avenues  is  a  recently 
remodeled  and  enlarged  building,  now  three  stories  tall,  that  also  contains  a  ground-floor  restaurant. 
Buildings  across  Golden  Gate  Avenue  from  the  project  site  are  also  of  small  to  moderate  scale;  the  tallest 
is  about  55  feet  in  height. 

Across  Polk  Street  from  the  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building  is  the  newly  completed  14-story  State  of 
California  office  building  (approximately  185  feet  tall  at  the  street  wall  parapet  and  205  feet  tall  at  the 
mechanical  penthouse),  and  northeast  across  the  intersection  of  Polk  and  Golden  Gate  is  the  Phillip 
Burton  Federal  Building,  which  is  nearly  300  feet  tall  and  is  the  most  massive  structure  in  the  project 
area. 

Because  of  the  openness  of  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building  is  readily 
visible  from  most  of  the  plaza,  behind  the  new  Civic  Center  Courthouse.  The  existing  building  is  not 
readily  visible  in  mid-range  and  long-range  views  because  of  surrounding  development.  Although  the 
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B.  VISUAL  QUALITY  -  SETTING 


existing  structure  it  the  tallest  on  its  block,  in  views  from  more  than  one  block  away,  it  is  largely 
obscured  by  other  buildings,  including  the  federal  and  state  office  buildings  to  the  east,  Opera  Plaza  to 
the  northwest,  and  the  Pat  Brown  state  office  building  to  the  southwest.  Figure  4  shows  views  of  the 
existing  building  and  Figure  5,  p.  32,  presents  a  view  of  the  building  from  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the  most 
public  and  most  important  viewpoint  from  which  the  project  would  be  judged. 

IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

San  Francisco  has  no  formally  adopted  significance  criteria  regarding  visual  quality  and  urban  design. 
For  purposes  of  this  EIR,  the  project  would  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment 
if  it  would: 

•  substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  publicly  accessible  scenic  views; 

•  substantially  degrade  the  existing  visual  character  or  quality  of  the  area,  or  result  in  a  substantial, 
demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect;  or 

•  generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  that  would  adversely  affect  views  or  substantially  affect  other 
properties. 

IMPACT  ANALYSIS 

The  new  City  Administrative  Building  would  be  up  to  about  181  feet  tall  (for  Option  A;  156  feet  tall  for 
Option  B),  plus  a  10-foot  elevator  penthouse.  A  preliminary  design  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of 
Architecture  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  depicts  the  new  building  as  generally  rectangular  in 
shape.  The  preliminary  design  includes  a  setback  from  the  north  (Golden  Gate  Avenue)  facade  at  the 
uppermost  office  story,  and  a  partial  top  story  containing  mechanical  equipment.  The  preliminary  design 
also  shows  the  new  building  with  a  slightly  curved  fagade  on  the  south  (Redwood  Street)  side,  echoing 
one  of  the  major  elements  of  the  new  state  office  building  across  Polk  Street.  Because  the  project  would 
be  executed  through  a  design-build  process,  the  design,  in  particular  with  regard  to  architectural 
detailing,  is  subject  to  change  once  the  City  selects  a  development  team.  However,  the  massing  would 
be  expected  to  remain  largely  as  portrayed. 

The  preliminary  design  emphasizes  a  classical  three-part  vertical  composition  (base,  middle,  and  top). 
The  base  would  be  clad  in  masonry  on  all  three  street  facades,  linking  the  building's  design  with  other 
public  structures  in  the  Civic  Center. 
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A  -  Looking  South  Along  Polk  Street 


B  -  Looking  West  Along  Golden  Gate  Avenue  Towards  Main  Entrance 
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SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates 

Figure  4 

Views  of  Existing  Building 
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The  new  building  would  exceed  the  130-foot  height  limit  for  the  site  and  would  therefore  require 
amendment  of  the  zoning  maps  and  General  Plan  Urban  Design  Element  height  and  bulk  maps. 
However,  under  Option  B  -  the  shorter  of  the  two  proposals  -  the  street  wall  height  along  Golden  Gate 
Avenue  would  be  maintained  at  130  feet.  Under  Option  A,  the  Golden  Gate  Avenue  street  wall  would 
reach  a  height  of  155  feet.  Figure  6,  p.  34  shows  an  existing  view  of  the  project  site  and  the  existing 
building  from  the  intersection  of  Van  Ness  and  Golden  Gate  Avenues,  and  Figures  7  and  8,  pp.  35  and 
36,  depict  visual  simulations  of  the  two  options  for  the  proposed  project  from  this  vantage  point. 

The  proposed  building  would  appear  as  a  major  new  visual  element  in  the  Civic  Center,  but  would  not 
block  public  views  of  the  Bay,  hills,  or  other  regional  landmarks,  none  of  which  is  currently  visible  over 
the  top  of  the  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  Building.  Nor  would  the  project  obscure  important 
architectural  resources  in  the  Civic  Center,  as  the  new  building  would  be  constructed  near  the 
northwestern  corner  of  the  Civic  Center,  a  block  away  from  the  key  buildings  that  visually  frame  Civic 
Center  Plaza.  In  views  from  the  Plaza  towards  the  site  and  City  Hall,  City  Hall  and  its  300-foot  dome 
would  remain  as  a  major  visual  landmark.  Existing  views  of  City  Hall  from  the  north  are  limited  by 
dense  development;  however,  the  top  of  the  City  Hall  dome  is  currently  visible  from  the  east  sidewalk  of 
Polk  Street  between  Turk  and  Eddy  Streets,  and  the  project  would  block  this  view. 

The  proposed  project  would  be  constructed  on  the  edge  of  the  Civic  Center,  just  outside  of  the  local 
historic  district  that  is  listed  in  Article  10  of  the  Planning  Code  and  also  outside  of  two  separate  districts 
listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  However,  the  project  would  not  fundamentally  alter 
the  relationship  of  the  buildings  within  these  historic  districts,  which  are  unified  around  the  theme  of 
maintaining  the  visual  prominence  of  City  Hall.  Figure  9,  p.  37,  shows  an  existing  view  of  the  project 
site  from  Civic  Center  Plaza  opposite  City  Hall,  and  Figures  10  and  11,  pp.  38  and  39,  present  visual 
simulations  of  the  two  options  for  the  proposed  project  from  this  key  Civic  Center  Plaza  viewpoint.. 

For  example,  the  1974  nomination  form  for  the  National  Register  historic  district  -  the  first  prepared  for 
the  Civic  Center  -  states  that  the  major  buildings  within  the  Civic  Center  should  be  evaluated  based  on 
"the  degree  to  which  each  enhances  the  group  without  distracting  from  the  City  Hall.  These  qualities  are 
achieved  through  a  harmony  of  color,  material,  scale,  size,  texture,  rhythm,  and  style."  Although  the 
proposed  City  Administrative  Building  would  be  outside  the  National  Register  district  (and,  even  if 
within  the  district  would  not  be  a  contributory  structure  because  of  its  new  construction),  the  proposed 
building  would  not  substantially  detract  from  the  relationship  of  the  other  major  buildings,  including  the 
historic  California  State  Building  on  McAllister  Street,  to  City  Hall,  because  the  project  would  be  set 
back  far  enough  from  the  core  of  the  district  such  that  it  would  not  significantly  distract  the  focus  from 
City  Hall,  the  key  element  in  the  group  of  Beaux  Arts  buildings  that  make  up  the  principal  structures  in 
the  Civic  Center  historic  districts.  Appendix  J  of  Planning  Code  Article  10  makes  the  same  statement  as 
the  National  Register  nomination  form  regarding  the  relationship  of  other  Civic  Center  buildings  to  City 
Hall.  The  project  would  not  alter  this  fundamental  relationship. 
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SOURCE:  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Architecture  — 

Figure  7 

Visual  Simulation  of  Proposed  Project  Viewed  from 
Golden  Gate  and  Van  Ness  Avenues 

Option  A 
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Given  the  project  sponsor's  intention  to  use  exterior  materials  that  are  compatible  with  other  public 
buildings  in  the  Civic  Center,  the  new  building  would  be  compatible  at  its  base  with  other  major 
government  structures,  and  thus  near-range  pedestrian  views  would  not  be  adversely  affected  to  a 
substantial  degree. 

Depending  on  the  option  approved,  the  main  mass  of  the  City  Administrative  Building  (excluding  the 
upper  mechanical  floor)  would  be  between  about  15  and  40  feet  shorter  than  the  new  State  Office 
Building  across  Polk  Street  (approximately  185  feet  tall  at  the  street  wall  parapet  and  205  feet  tall  at  the 
mechanical  penthouse).  Option  A  would  be  about  1 10  feet  shorter  than  the  Phillip  Burton  Federal 
Building  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue  between  Polk  and  Larkin  Streets  (295  feet),  while  Option  B  would  be 
one-half  the  height  of  the  Federal  Building.  In  comparison  to  the  newly-constructed  San  Francisco  Civic 
Center  Courthouse  across  Redwood  Street  (about  85  feet  to  the  parapet  and  100  feet  to  the  dome  at  the 
corner  of  Polk  and  McAllister  Streets),  Option  A  would  be  nearly  twice  the  height,  while  Option  B  would 
be  about  two-thirds  again  as  tall  as  the  Courthouse.  When  viewed  from  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the  height  of 
the  new  building  would  be  accentuated  in  comparison  to  the  Courthouse,  owing  to  the  increase  in 
elevation  northward  on  Polk  Street.  The  new  building  would  also  well  shorter  than  the  dome  of  City  Hall 
one  block  away  (about  260  feet  to  the  top  of  the  dome  and  300  feet  to  the  tip  of  the  spire).  It  would  be 
taller  than  the  base  of  City  Hall,  which  is  approximately  75  feet  tall  at  the  corner  of  Polk  and  McAllister 
Streets.  Figure  12,  p.  41  shows  an  existing  view  of  the  project  site  and  the  existing  building  from  the 
upper  level  of  Bill  Graham  Civic  Auditorium,  to  allow  for  a  comparison  in  heights  of  the  proposed 
project,  the  State  Office  Building,  and  the  Federal  Building.  Figures  13  and  14,  pp.  42  and  43,  depict 
visual  simulations  of  the  two  options  for  the  proposed  project  from  this  vantage  point. 

The  new  City  Administrative  Building  would  be  visible  from  surrounding  areas  and  would  add  modestly 
to  the  overall  mass  of  structures  visible  in  views  looking  to  the  northwest  from  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  to 
the  south  from  the  newly  remodeled  Federal  Building  plaza  and  the  Tenderloin  Community  School. 
Resulting  views  would  be  typical  of  views  experienced  in  urbanized  areas,  in  that  structures  would 
continue  to  be  the  dominant  elements  in  the  visual  field.  No  existing  scenic  views  or  vistas  would  be 
substantially  impaired,  as  the  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building  is  tall  enough  to  block  long- 
range  views  that  might  otherwise  be  available  from  the  project  vicinity. 

The  new  building's  height  is  a  result  of  program  needs,  given  the  size  constraints  of  the  site.  The  height, 
bulk  and  form  of  the  proposed  project  may  be  considered  intrinsically  pleasing  or  not,  depending  on  the 
aesthetic  standards  of  individual  viewers  and,  to  some  extent,  on  the  details  of  the  final  design;  the  net 
result  could  be  attractive  to  some,  but  not  to  others.  Nevertheless,  because  the  building  would  be 
constructed  at  the  perimeter  of  the  Civic  Center,  across  the  street  from  the  two  tallest  existing  buildings 
in  the  vicinity  and  half  a  block  from  the  towers  of  Opera  Plaza,  and  because  the  building  would  not  alter 
the  fundamental  relationship  between  the  major  Civic  Center  buildings  and  City  Hall,  the  project  would 
not  be  out  of  scale  with  surrounding  development,  nor  would  it  adversely  affect  the  adjacent  historic 
districts.  In  view  of  the  above,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative 
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aesthetic  effect,  nor  would  the  project  substantially  degrade  the  existing  visual  character  of  the  site  and 
its  surroundings.  Therefore,  the  project's  effects  with  regard  to  visual  quality  would  not  be  significant. 
Changes  in  the  design  that  might  occur  as  part  of  the  design-build  process  would  not  likely  change  the 
development  program  (e.g.,  square  footage  of  office  space  and  number  of  workers),  and  therefore  would 
not  be  expected  to  result  in  effects  substantially  different  than  described  herein. 

The  project  would  comply  with  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9212,  which  prohibits  the  use  of 
mirrored  or  reflective  glass.  Thus,  the  project  would  not  produce  glare  affecting  other  properties. 


C.  TRAFFIC  AND  CIRCULATION 

A  transportation  study  was  prepared  for  the  project  and  is  summarized  here.5 


SETTING 

Within  the  project  vicinity,  McAllister  Street,  Van  Ness  Avenue,  and  Market  Street  are  designated  in  the 
Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  as  Transit  Preferential  Streets.  Turk,  Hayes, 
Fell,  Franklin,  Eighth,  Ninth,  and  Tenth  Streets  and  Golden  Gate  and  Van  Ness  Avenues  are  designated 
in  the  Transportation  Element  as  Major  Arterials;  Larkin  Street  is  designated  as  a  Secondary  Arterial. 
The  above-designated  major  arterials  are  also  part  of  the  Congestion  Management  Program  (CMP) 
Network.  Eighth,  Ninth,  and  Franklin  Streets  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  are  also  part  of  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  System  (MTS)  Streets,  Highways  and  Freight  Network.  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Market 
Street  are  designated  as  Citywide  Pedestrian  Network  Streets.  Market,  Turk,  Polk  and  Larkin  (south  of 
Turk)  Streets  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue  are  designated  as  Citywide  Bicycle  Routes  in  the  Transportation 
Element  of  the  General  Plan;  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan  identifies  Market,  McAllister,  Fulton  (west 
of  Octavia),  Grove  (east  of  Octavia),  Polk,  and  Larkin  (south  of  McAllister)  Streets  as  recommended 
bicycle  routes.  Redwood  Street,  which  forms  the  southern  project  site  boundary,  generally  is  one-way 
westbound  connecting  Polk  Street  to  Van  Ness  Avenue,  with  curbside  parking  on  the  south  side  of  the 
street;  there  is,  however,  a  short  two-way  segment  between  the  Civic  Center  Courthouse  parking  garage 
and  Polk  Street  that  is  used  by  vehicles  exiting  the  garage  to  access  (via  right  turn  only)  Polk  Street. 
Major  streets  in  the  area  provide  on-street  parking  on  both  sides,  except  that  parking  is  prohibited  on  the 
near  side  of  the  streets  surrounding  the  Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  (Polk,  Golden  Gate,  Larkin  and 
Turk).  All  major  intersections  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  are  traffic  signal  controlled;  the 
intersection  of  Redwood  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  has  a  stop  sign  on  the  Redwood  approach. 

Freeway  access  to  and  from  the  East  Bay  (via  1-80  and  the  Bay  Bridge)  is  provided  via  an  on-ramp  at 
Eighth  and  Bryant  Streets,  and  an  off-ramp  at  Eighth  and  Harrison  Streets,  respectively.  Freeway  access 
to  the  Peninsula  (via  U.S.  101)  is  currently  provided  via  on-ramps  at  either  13th  Street  and  South  Van 
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Ness  Avenue  (which  also  provides  East  Bay  access),  or  10th  and  Bryant  Street.  Access  from  the 
Peninsula  via  U.S.  101  to  the  project  site  is  provided  by  off-ramps  at  either  13th  and  Mission  Streets,  or 
9th  and  Bryant  Streets.  Vehicles  traveling  to/from  the  North  Bay  use  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Lombard 
Street  (U.S.  101)  between  the  project  site  and  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge. 

The  project  site  is  served  directly  by  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway,  and  other  transit  services  are 
available  via  a  connecting  MUNI  line.  Stops  for  approximately  20  MUNI  bus  and  Metro  lines  are  within 
walking  distance  (considered  one-quarter  of  a  mile)  of  the  project.  MUNI  bus  lines  (local  and  express) 
operate  on  Larkin,  Hyde,  Turk,  McAllister,  Market,  Hayes,  Eighth,  and  Ninth  Streets  and  on  Van  Ness 
and  Golden  Gate  Avenues  in  the  project  vicinity.  MUNI  Metro  light  rail  vehicle  lines  are  accessible  at 
the  Civic  Center  Station,  located  at  Eighth/Hyde  and  Market  Streets  (about  four  blocks  southeast  of  the 
project  site). 

Golden  Gate  Transit  provides  direct  service  between  the  North  Bay  and  the  Transbay  Terminal,  via 
Golden  Gate  Avenue  and  McAllister  Street  in  the  site  vicinity.  Golden  Gate  Transit  also  provides  ferry 
service  to  terminals  in  Larkspur  and  Sausalito  from  the  Ferry  Building  (about  two  miles  east  of  the  site), 
and  operates  a  shuttle  service  from  the  Ferry  Building  to  the  Civic  Center  area.  Other  regional  transit 
service  to  the  site  is  provided  to  and  from  the  East  Bay  by  BART  at  the  Civic  Center  Station  on  Market 
Street,  about  four  blocks  southeast  of  the  site.  BART  also  links  Daly  City  /  Colma  and  southern  areas  of 
San  Francisco  with  the  Civic  Center.  AC  Transit  does  not  have  any  stops  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of 
the  project  site;  however,  this  carrier,  which  stops  at  the  Transbay  Terminal,  can  be  reached  by  the 
Market  Street  bus  lines  or  MUNI  Metro  lines.  SamTrans,  the  San  Mateo  County  operator,  provides 
transit  service  to  the  Peninsula,  serving  the  Civic  Center  area  directly.  The  Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets 
terminal  for  Caltrain,  which  provides  service  to  the  Peninsula  and  San  Jose,  is  accessible  from  the  Civic 
Center  area  via  the  MUNI  42-Downtown  Loop  on  Van  Ness  Avenue. 

Surveys  of  existing  parking  capacity  and  occupancy  were  taken  in  the  area  bounded  by  Eddy,  Franklin, 
Grove  and  Hyde  Streets.  There  are  approximately  1,180  parking  spaces  in  four  surface  lots  and  two 
parking  garages  within  the  study  area.  Mid-afternoon  weekday  occupancy  levels  average  about 
86  percent.  On-street  parking  in  the  project  area  is  effectively  at  capacity. 

Crosswalk  widths  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  range  from  about  10  to  16  feet.  In  the  project  vicinity, 
noon  peak  period  pedestrian  volumes  are  generally  heavier  than  the  p.m.  peak  period  volumes.  The 
crosswalks  at  the  intersection  of  Van  Ness  and  Golden  Gate  Avenues  currently  operate  in  "unimpeded" 
conditions  during  the  noon  peak  15-minute  period,  and  in  "open"  conditions  during  the  p.m.  peak 
15 -minute  period. 

In  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan,  Polk  and  Larkin  Streets  form  a  north-south  signed  bicycle  route 
couplet  (Route  25)  that  continues  south  of  Market  Street  on  10th  and  1 1th  Street,  the  latter  of  which  has  a 
bicycle  lane  in  each  direction.  McAllister  and  Grove  Streets  similarly  form  an  east-west  couplet 
(Route  20),  and  Market  Street  is  signed  as  Route  50  in  both  directions.  Seventh  and  Eighth  Streets 
(Route  23)  and  Turk  Street  (Route  20)  also  are  designated  bicycle  routes.  Bicycle  traffic  is  noticeable  on 
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Market  Street  in  the  inbound  direction  during  the  morning  peak,  and  in  the  outbound  direction  during  the 
afternoon  peak.  The  Civic  Center  Garage,  beneath  Civic  Center  Plaza,  provides  a  no-cost,  dedicated  area 
for  bicycle  parking;  however,  usage  is  typically  limited  to  fewer  than  10  bicycles  per  day. 

IMPACTS^ 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

City  policy  has  been  that  a  project  is  considered  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it 
would  cause  a  signalized  intersection  to  deteriorate  to  an  unacceptable  level  (i.e.,  from  Level  of  Service 
(LOS)  D  or  better  to  LOS  E  or  F),  interfere  with  existing  transportation  systems  causing  substantial 
alteration  to  circulation  patterns  or  causing  major  traffic  hazards,  or  contribute  substantially  to 
cumulative  traffic  increases  that  cause  intersections  that  would  otherwise  operate  at  acceptable  levels  to 
deteriorate  to  unacceptable  levels.  The  City  has  not  formally  adopted  significance  criteria  for  potential 
impacts  related  to  transit,  but  City  policy  has  been  that  a  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  if  it 
would  cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit  demand  that  cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing  or 
proposed  transit  capacity,  resulting  in  unacceptable  levels  of  transit  service.  Regarding  parking,  San 
Francisco  General  Plan  policies  emphasize  the  importance  of  public  transit  use  and  discourage  the 
provision  of  facilities  that  encourage  automobile  use.  Downtown  San  Francisco  enjoys  a  high  level  of 
transit  accessibility,  and  visitors  and  employees  who  come  to  the  area  have  alternatives  to  the  use  of 
private  automobiles.  Therefore,  the  creation  of  or  increase  in  parking  demand  resulting  from  a  proposed 
project  that  cannot  be  met  by  existing  or  proposed  parking  facilities  would  not  itself  be  considered  a 
significant  effect.  The  City  has  not  adopted  significance  criteria  for  pedestrian  or  bicycle  impacts.  For 
this  analysis,  the  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  if  it  were  to  result  in  substantial  pedestrian 
overcrowding,  create  particularly  hazardous  conditions  for  pedestrians  or  bicyclists,  or  otherwise 
substantially  interfere  with  pedestrian  and  bicycle  accessibility.  Generally,  construction-period 
transportation  impacts  would  not  be  considered  significant  because  they  would  be  temporary. 

IMPACT  ANALYSIS 
Travel  Demand  Analysis 

Two  development  scenarios  were  examined  for  estimation  of  project  travel  demand  for  each  of  the  two 
project  options,  i.e.,  (I)  City  departments  housed  at  the  site  would  not  include  high  visitor  level  activity, 
and  (2)  the  departments  would  include  high  visitor  level  activity.  (High  visitor  activity  would  include 
departments  that  routinely  provide  on-site  services  to  the  public  such  as  issuing  permits,  collecting  fees, 
etc.  Low  visitor  activity  would  include  departments  that  routinely  provide  support  services  to  other  City 
departments  or  agencies.) 
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TABLE  2 

TRAVEL  DEMAND  (PERSON  TRIP  ENDS)  BY  MODE  TYPE 


Daily  P.M.  Peak-Houra 

Travel  Mode  Person  Trips    Vehicle  Trips  ^    Person  Trips    Vehicle  Trips  ° 


OPTION  A  (14  stories): 

Scenario  1  (Option  A  without  High  Visitor  Level  Activity) 

Auto  2,105  1,740  305  245 

Transit  1,525  290 

Other c  410  60 

TOTAL  4,040  655 

Scenario  2  (Option  A  with  High  Visitor  Level  Activity) 

Auto  2,550  2,120  330  265 

Transit  1,750  305 

Other c  500  60 

TOTAL  4,800  695 

OPTION  B  (12  stories): 

Scenario  1  (Option  B  without  High  Visitor  Level  Activity) 

Auto  1,910  1,580  265  215 

Transit  1,350  250 

Other c  370  50 

TOTAL  3,630  565 

Scenario  2  (Option  B  with  High  Visitor  Level  Activity) 

Auto  2,315  1,925  290  235 

Transit  1,555  260 

Other0  450  55 

TOTAL  4,320  605 


a 


The  p.m.  peak  hour  occurs  during  the  two-hour  peak  period  of  4:00  p.m.  to  6:00  p.m. 
b      The  number  of  vehicle  trips  is  less  than  the  number  of  person-trips  by  auto  because  some  vehicle  trips  carry 

more  than  one  person  (i.e.,  carpool,  vanpool,  etc.) 
c      "Other"  for  the  current  analysis  represents  Walk,  Bicycle,  Motorcycle,  Taxi,  Limo,  etc. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  using  data  in  the  Planning  Department  guidelines,  and  the 
San  Francisco  City  Hall  Employee  Travel  Behavior  Survey. 
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Projected  daily,  and  inbound  and  outbound  p.m.  peak-hour  trips  by  mode  expected  to  be  generated  by  the 
project  (under  both  of  the  above-described  scenarios)  are  shown  in  Table  2.  As  shown  in  Table  2,  the 
number  of  daily  person  trips  would  range  from  a  low  of  approximately  3,600  (for  Option  B,  assuming 
low  visitor  activity  departments  would  occupy  the  building)  to  a  high  of  about  4,800  (for  Option  A, 
assuming  high  visitor  activity  departments  would  occupy  the  building).  (The  existing  525  Golden  Gate 
Avenue  office  building  has  been  vacant  since  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake,  and  therefore,  all  of  the 
project  trips  are  considered  new  trips  to  the  site.)  Although  expressed  on  a  person  trip-end  basis,  the  trip 
generation  includes  all  travel  to  and  from  the  project  in  autos,  on  public  transit,  by  foot,  and  by  other 
modes  (e.g.,  bicycles,  taxis,  etc.).  The  project  would  generate  between  about  1,580  and  2,120  daily 
vehicle  trips,  depending  on  the  option  approved  and  the  scenario  assumed,  and  between  about  215  and 
265  vehicle  trips  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Transit  ridership  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  would  be  between  about 
250  and  305,  depending  on  the  option  and  scenario. 

Traffic  Impacts 

Existing  traffic  operations  in  the  area  were  characterized  using  a  p.m.  peak-hour  level  of  service  (LOS) 
analysis.  This  analysis  provides  a  standardized  means  of  assessing  an  intersection's  operations  based  on 
traffic  volumes,  intersection  capacity  and  delays.  A  LOS  scale  has  been  established  from  LOS  A  (free- 
flow conditions,  with  little  or  no  delay)  to  LOS  F  (congested  conditions,  with  extremely  long  delays); 
LOS  D  is  considered  the  lowest  acceptable  level  in  San  Francisco. 

This  report  assumes,  for  purposes  of  a  conservative  analysis,  that  opening  of  the  new  City  Administrative 
Building  would  result  in  re-occupancy  of  some  of  the  existing  private  office  space  currently  leased  by  the 
City.  The  City  occupies  parts  of  numerous  buildings  in  the  greater  Civic  Center.  In  addition,  this 
analysis  assumes  completion  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum  project  at  the  old  Main  Library  building, 
completion  of  a  new  federal  office  building  planned  for  construction  at  Seventh  and  Mission  Streets,  and 
completion  of  an  approved  mixed-use  project  at  600  Van  Ness  Avenue  at  Golden  Gate  Avenue. 

All  of  the  five  signalized  study  intersections  currently  operate  at  LOS  C  or  better  (low  to  moderate 
delays)  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  which  is  good  to  very  good  operating  conditions  (see  Table  3).  As 
shown  in  Table  3,  operating  conditions  at  the  study  intersections  would  not  worsen  from  existing 
conditions  with  the  addition  of  approved  development  projects  (see  "2000  without  Project"  column), 
except  at  the  intersection  of  Van  Ness  and  Golden  Gate  Avenues,  where  the  service  level  would  drop 
from  LOS  C  to  LOS  D  under  all  scenarios.  As  stated  above,  however,  LOS  D  is  considered  to  be 
acceptable  operations  in  San  Francisco,  and  therefore  project  traffic  impacts  would  be  less  than 
significant. 
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HI.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS 


C.  TRAFFIC  AND  CIRCULATION  -  IMPACTS 


Projected  traffic  conditions  in  2015  were  derived  by  extrapolating  existing  traffic  volumes  (adjusted  to 
reflect  the  voter-approved  Octavia  Boulevard)  by  a  traffic  growth  rate  of  0.5  percent  per  year,  plus 
specific  projects  approved  to  be  built  in  the  project  vicinity.  As  shown  in  Table  2,  under  2015 
conditions,  p.m.  peak-hour  traffic  conditions  at  the  intersection  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  /  Golden  Gate 
Avenue  would  degrade  to  an  unacceptable  LOS  E,  also  under  all  scenarios.  This  would  be  a  significant 
cumulative  impact,  to  which  the  project  would  contribute  considerably.  A  potential  mitigation  measure 
to  shift  some  project  traffic  away  from  the  intersection  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  /  Golden  Gate  Avenue, 
conversion  of  Redwood  Street  to  one-way  eastbound  traffic  flow,  has  been  identified  (see  p.  72)  that 
would  reduce  this  impact  to  a  less-than-significant  level.  Conditions  at  other  study  intersections  would 
not  worsen  from  Year  2000  Without  Project  conditions  with  the  addition  of  traffic  from  the  built-out 
project,  and  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better. 

Transit  Impacts 

As  shown  in  Table  2,  the  project  would  generate  between  about  250  and  305  transit  trips  in  the  p.m.  peak 
hour.  MUNI  routes  that  serve  the  project  area  currently  operate  (in  the  peak  direction  at  the  Maximum 
Load  Points)  with  an  aggregate  p.m.  peak-period  capacity  utilization  of  64  percent  on  bus  lines  running 
east- west;  61  percent  on  bus  lines  running  north-south;  and  69  percent  on  Metro  and  Historic  Trolley 
lines  running  under  and  on  Market  Street.  These  capacity  utilizations  fall  within  MUNI's  established 
level  of  service  standard  of  100  percent,  which  assumes  a  substantial  number  of  standees  on  each  vehicle 
type.  On  the  basis  of  frequency-of-service  data,  there  are  about  95  buses  and  45  Metro  /  Historic 
Trolleys  on  the  lines  serving  the  project  area  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Addition  of  the  project  peak-hour 
MUNI  riders  would  increase  percent  capacity  utilization,  but  would  not  alter  peak-direction  transit 
loadings  to  the  degree  that  MUNI  level  of  service  standards  would  be  exceeded  because  the  riders  would 
be  dispersed  among  the  various  MUNI  lines,  and  riders  would  travel  in  both  the  peak  and  the  non-peak 
directions.  This  does  not  mean,  however,  that  project  impacts  on  MUNI  would  not  be  perceptible.  The 
project  would  contribute  to  crowding  at  some  times,  and  an  individual's  experience  on  certain  lines  and 
at  certain  times  could  be  in  apparent  conflict  with  the  overall  conditions  described  above.  Addition  of 
riders  from  the  project  onto  regional  transit  carriers  would  not  be  measurable  against  the  day-to-day 
fluctuations  in  transit  ridership,  and  no  project-specific  significant  effect  would  result.  The  project 
would,  however,  contribute  to  cumulative  increases  in  transit  ridership  that  would  result  in  an  marginal 
increase  in  loading  ratios.  However,  the  project  contribution  would  not  be  "considerable"  (about 
15  riders  per  line,  averaged  over  the  20  nearby  MUNI  lines),  and  the  project  effect  therefore  would  not 
be  significant. 

Parking  Impacts 

The  proposed  project  is  within  a  P  (Public  Uses)  zoning  district,  in  which  off-street  parking  is  required 
for  office  space  in  accordance  with  the  Planning  Code,  in  the  amount  of  one  space  per  500  sq.  ft.  of 
occupied  floor  area,  where  the  occupied  floor  area  exceeds  5,000  sq.  ft..  Under  this  standard,  the  project 
would  be  required  to  provide  a  total  of  392  to  465  spaces,  depending  on  the  option  approved.  The 
proposed  project  would  provide  100  off-street  parking  spaces  (about  140  spaces  with  valet  parking). 
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 III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS 
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Accordingly,  the  sponsor  will  request  a  variance  from  the  Planning  Code  requirement.  Code 
Section  155(i)  requires  one  disabled-accessible  space  for  each  25  off-street  parking  spaces  provided. 
The  project  would  provide  the  required  four  disabled-accessible  spaces.  The  building  would  contain 
bicycle  parking,  in  compliance  with  Code  Section  155.1,  and  would  provide  showers  and  lockers,  in 
compliance  with  Code  Section  155.3.  Parking  requirements  are  summarized  in  Table  4. 

Parking  demand  was  projected  for  the  proposed  project  on  the  basis  of  the  estimated  vehicular  traffic 
generated  by  the  project.  As  shown  in  Table  4,  the  project  would  create  a  demand  for  between  345  and 
430  parking  spaces,  depending  on  the  development  option  and  the  level  of  visitors  assumed.  (Each 
parking  demand  figure  includes  long-term  (employee)  and  short-term  (visitor)  parking.)  As  stated 
above,  the  project  proposes  100  off-street  parking  spaces  (up  to  140  spaces  with  valet  operations), 
resulting  in  an  unmet  demand  of  about  255  to  290  parking  spaces  for  Option  A,  or  205  to  235  spaces  for 
Option  B,  depending  on  the  visitor  activity.  This  deficit  would  need  to  be  accommodated  in  other 
off-street  parking  facilities,  but  existing  on-street  parking  conditions  are  essentially  fully  occupied,  based 
on  field  observations.  A  parking  inventory  and  occupancy  survey  of  the  area  within  two  blocks  of  the 
project  site  indicated  that  the  1,180  combined  off-street  parking  spaces,  in  surface  lots  and  garages,  are 
currently  about  86  percent  occupied  during  the  mid-afternoon  period,  leaving  about  165  unoccupied 
spaces  available  within  the  survey  area.  The  205  to  290  drivers  that  would  seek  parking  in  the 
surrounding  parking  facilities  would  use  any  remaining  vacant  spaces  in  these  off-street  parking 
facilities,  and  would  result  in  a  deficit  of  between  40  and  125  spaces  in  the  vicinity,  assuming  no  change 
in  travel  modal  split  (e.g.,  from  auto  to  transit).  This  parking  space  deficit  would  result  in  drivers  that 
come  to  the  area  parking  farther  away  from  their  destination,  would  cause  an  increase  in  illegal  on-street 
parking,  or  may  cause  parkers  to  change  travel  modes.  The  deficit  could  also  encourage  operators  of 
existing  parking  facilities,  such  as  the  Civic  Center  Plaza  Garage  and  the  Opera  Plaza  Garage,  to 
consider  the  use  of  valet  parking  to  increase  the  available  supply,  at  least  during  periods  of  peak  demand. 
A  long-term  effect  of  the  parking  deficit  would  be  to  discourage  auto  use  and  encourage  use  of  local 
transit.  San  Francisco  General  Plan  policies  emphasize  the  importance  of  public  transit  use  and 
discourage  the  provision  of  facilities  that  encourage  automobile  use  to  minimize  the  environmental 
impact  of  traffic  congestion,  noise,  and  air  quality  associated  with  unconstrained  vehicle  use.  Therefore, 
the  creation  of  or  increase  in  parking  demand  resulting  from  a  proposed  project  that  cannot  be  met  by 
existing  or  proposed  parking  facilities,  while  inconvenient  to  persons  choosing  to  drive  to  the  area, 
would  not  be  considered  a  significant  effect. 

Pedestrian  and  Bicycle  Impacts 

Pedestrian  access  to  the  project  building  would  be  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue  and  Polk  Street.  The  project 
at  full  occupancy  would  generate  up  to  about  155  new  pedestrian  trips  (with  Option  A  and  assuming  high 
visitor  activity)  on  sidewalks  and  crosswalks  during  the  15-minute  peak-period  of  the  noon  hour,  and 
about  70  new  pedestrian  trips  during  the  p.m.  peak  15-minute  period.  Operating  conditions  on 
crosswalks  are  evaluated  in  terms  of  pedestrian  flow  categories  or  regimen,  which  relate  the  density  of 
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TABLE  4 

PLANNING  CODE  PARKING  REQUIREMENTS,  PARKING  DEMAND, 
AND  PROPOSED  PARKING 


Requirement 


Option  A 


Option  B 


Occupied  Floor  Area  a  232,650  sq.  ft. 

Parking  spaces  required  465 

Parking  spaces  proposed  (valet  spaces)  100  (140) 

Shortfall:  Supply  vs.  Requirement  b  365 

Disabled-accessible  spaces  required  c  4 

Disabled-accessible  spaces  proposed  4 

Bicycle  spaces  required  -  Class  1  /  Class  2  d  29/8 

Bicycle  spaces  proposed  29/8 


196,200  sq.  ft. 
392 
100  (140) 
292 

4 
4 

24/8 
24/8 


Demand 


Parking  Demand 

Shortfall:  Supply  vs.  Demand  e 


Option  A  Option  B 

Low       High  Visitor       Low       High  Visitor 

Visitor        Activity  Visitor  Activity 

Activity  Activity 
395             430  345  375 

255  290  205  235 


a  Excludes  lobby,  parking,  and  mechanical  floor,  and  assumes  90  occupied-to-gross  ratio  for  remainder. 
b  Shortfall  based  on  independently  accessible  spaces,  as  required  by  Code. 
c  One  per  25  spaces  provided 

d  Class  1  spaces  -  locker,  covered  monitored  parking,  or  similar;  Class  2  spaces  -  rack.  Requirement 

based  on  number  of  employees  (Planning  Code  Sec.  155.1). 
e  Shortfall  based  on  valet  spaces  (maximum  available  on-site  parking). 


pedestrians  in  a  specific  time  period  (pedestrians  per  foot  of  crosswalk  width  per  minute)  to  the  quality 
of  pedestrian  flow  (i.e.,  the  difficulty  of  maintaining  walking  paths  and  speeds  on  a  crosswalk). 
Conditions  on  the  four  crosswalks  at  the  Van  Ness  and  Golden  Gate  Avenues  intersection,  following 
addition  of  the  project  pedestrian  travel,  would  be  same  as  at  present,  i.e.,  "unimpeded"  during  the  noon 
peak  period,  and  "open"  during  the  p.m.  peak  period,  except  on  the  east  side  crosswalk  across  Golden 
Gate  Avenue,  which  would  drop  from  "open"  to  "unimpeded"  in  the  p.m.  peak  period;  all  crosswalk 
conditions  would  remain  acceptable.  Pedestrian  effects  at  other  locations  would  be  less  intensive,  and 
therefore  project  effects  on  pedestrian  conditions  would  not  be  significant. 

There  are  designated  or  recommended  bicycle  routes  in  the  project  vicinity  (on  Market,  Turk, 
McAllister,  Fulton,  Grove,  Polk,  and  Larkin  Streets  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue).  Bicyclists  were  also 
observed  on  other  streets,  not  so  designated,  in  the  project  area.  The  project  would  not  be  expected  to 
generate  a  noticeable  increase  in  bicycles  in  the  area,  nor  would  it  be  expected  to  noticeably  affect 
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existing  bicycle  conditions  in  the  area.  The  project  would  provide  bicycle  parking  and  shower  and  locker 
facilities,  as  required  by  Planning  Code  Sections  155.1  and  155.3.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not 
result  in  any  significant  impacts  regarding  bicycles. 

Freight  Loading  and  Service  Impacts 

Freight  and  service  vehicle  loading  activity  at  the  proposed  project  is  anticipated  to  be  lower  than  what 
theoretically  would  be  expected  to  be  generated  by  square  footage  of  office  space  at  the  project  site. 
That  is  due  to  the  different  characteristics  of  government  office  uses  versus  commercial  offices  (e.g., 
government  offices  may  have  fewer  deliveries  through  use  of  a  more  centralized  distribution  system. 
Also,  some  deliveries  would  be  local,  within  the  Civic  Center,  potentially  requiring  less  use  of  trucks). 
The  project  would  generate  a  maximum  total  of  about  16  service  vehicle  stops  per  day.  Average  hourly 
loading  space  needs  would  be  about  one  space  per  hour,  with  peak  demand  of  one  space  per  hour,  under 
all  scenarios. 

Under  the  Planning  Code  Section  152,  the  project,  under  all  scenarios,  would  be  required  to  provide  two 
off-street  (standard  truck)  freight  loading  space  to  serve  the  proposed  office  floor  area.  The  proposed 
project  would  provide  one  loading  dock  for  vans  and  small  trucks  off  Redwood  Street.  Accordingly,  a 
variance  from  the  requirement  of  Section  152  of  the  Planning  Code  (minimum  number  of  spaces)  would 
be  sought  by  the  sponsor,  as  allowable  in  accordance  with  Code  Section  305. 

The  project  would  meet  the  average  and  peak  demand  for  about  one  loading  space  per  hour,  if 
delivery/service  calls  were  made  by  van-type  vehicles.  To  the  extent  full-size  trucks  were  used, 
delivery/service  vehicles  would  seek  on-street  space  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue  and  Polk  Street.  The 
absence  of  on-street  yellow-curb  loading  spaces  in  proximity  to  the  project  site  would  prevent  delivery 
trucks  from  pulling  to  the  curb,  thereby  affecting  traffic  flow  on  Golden  Gate  when  the  trucks  double- 
parked  in  the  right-most  of  the  three  travel  lanes.  The  project  sponsor  could  request  the  Department  of 
Parking  and  Traffic  to  designate  a  metered  loading  space  (for  a  full-size  truck  with  a  30-minute  limit 
from  7:00  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m.,  or  another  time  period  appropriate  for  deliveries  to  the  City  departments  to 
be  housed  in  the  building).  However,  given  the  anticipated  lower-than-normal  level  of  loading  activity 
for  this  building,  effects  would  not  be  anticipated  to  be  significant. 

The  use  of  Redwood  Street  as  access  to  this  building's  loading  space  could  create  conflicts  with  vehicles 
using  Redwood  Street  as  access  for  the  Civic  Center  Courthouse  parking  and  loading  space.  As  stated 
above,  however,  the  project  would  generate  a  maximum  total  of  about  16  service  vehicle  stops  per  day, 
and  at  that  level  of  activity,  the  potential  for  substantial  delays  for  drivers  accessing  the  Courthouse 
space  would  be  low,  and  the  impact  would  be  less-than-significant. 

Construction  Impacts 

During  the  construction  period,  temporary  and  intermittent  transportation  impacts  would  result  from 
truck  movements  to  and  from  the  project  site  during  demolition,  excavation  and  construction  activities 
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associated  with  construction  of  the  proposed  building.  Truck  movements  during  periods  of  peak  traffic 
flow  would  have  greater  potential  to  create  conflicts  than  during  non-peak  hours  because  of  the  greater 
numbers  of  vehicles  on  the  streets  during  the  peak  hour  that  would  have  to  maneuver  around  queued 
trucks;  these  effects  could  be  reduced  by  the  project  sponsor  requiring  construction  truck  traffic  to  be 
restricted  to  non-peak  hours,  as  approved  by  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT).  These 
impacts,  however,  would  be  intermittent  and  therefore  not  significant.  The  project  sponsor  could  meet 
with  MUNI,  DPT,  and  other  responsible  city  agencies  and  other  project  construction  managers  in  the 
area  to  coordinate  construction  activities  so  as  to  minimize  construction  impacts  on  vehicular  and 
pedestrian  traffic. 

During  demolition  of  the  existing  building,  the  sidewalks  fronting  the  project  site  on  Polk  Street  and 
Golden  Gate  Avenue  would  be  closed  to  pedestrians;  signs  would  be  erected  to  direct  pedestrians  to 
sidewalks  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  street(s).  During  most  of  the  remainder  of  construction 
(i.e.,  excluding  the  final  Tenant  Improvements  phase),  these  sidewalks  would  be  closed,  but  the  curb 
lanes  on  Polk  and  Golden  Gate  would  be  expected  to  be  closed  to  provide  protected  pedestrian 
walkways.  Lane  and  sidewalk  closures  are  subject  to  review  and  approval  by  the  Department  of  Parking 
and  Traffic  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  respectively. 

The  use  of  Redwood  Street  for  material  storage  during  project  construction  would  create  conflicts  with 
vehicles  using  Redwood  Street.  It  is  expected  that  Redwood  Street  would  be  closed  to  through  traffic 
during  construction  with  service  vehicles  for  buildings  at  the  west  end  of  Redwood  Street  required  to 
back  out  onto  Van  Ness  Avenue  (temporarily  eliminating  the  one-way  westbound  control  on  Redwood) 
after  completing  their  service  stop  (as  was  the  case  during  construction  of  the  Courthouse).  Access  for 
judges  to  the  Courthouse's  on-site  parking  spaces  would  be  maintained  to  and  from  Polk  Street. 
Activation  of  the  gate  controlling  access  to  the  Courthouse  parking,  currently  performed  at  a  box  on  a 
pedestal  on  the  north  (project)  side  of  Redwood  would  have  to  be  temporarily  modified  during  project 
construction.  The  Courthouse  on-site  loading  dock  on  Redwood  Street  would  be  inaccessible  during 
projeci  construction.  Loading  activity  associated  with  the  Courthouse,  however,  is  primarily  generated 
by  van-type  vehicles,  which  typically  use  the  front  of  the  building  (on  Polk  and  McAllister  Streets) 
instead  of  the  loading  dock.  Therefore,  the  effect  on  loading  activity  for  the  Courthouse  would  be 
minimal. 

The  highest  number  of  construction  workers  would  be  an  average  of  about  100  workers  per  day  for  much 
of  the  project  construction  period.  Parking  of  construction  workers'  vehicles  would  temporarily  increase 
occupancy  levels  in  off-street  parking  lots  and  garages,  either  by  those  vehicles  or  by  vehicles  currently 
parking  in  on-street  spaces  that  would  be  displaced  by  construction  workers'  vehicles.  However, 
construction  worker  parking  would  generate  less  demand  than  would  operation  of  the  new  building,  once 
complete.  Construction  impacts  would  be  temporary,  and  would  not  be  significant. 
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Conclusion 

In  general,  while  the  design  of  the  proposed  City  Administrative  Building  is  subject  to  some  revision  as 
part  of  the  design-build  process,  no  changes  to  the  development  program  (e.g.,  square  footage  of  office 
space  and  number  of  workers)  are  expected  that  would  result  in  effects  outside  the  range  of  impacts 
discussed  in  this  section.  In  summary,  therefore,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  unmitigable 
impact  on  transportation,  circulation  or  parking. 

D.  SHADOW 

SETTING 

Existing  public  open  space  in  the  project  vicinity  includes  Civic  Center  Plaza,  one  block  southeast  of  the 
project  site;  the  War  Memorial  Court,  between  the  Opera  House  and  Veterans'  Building  in  the  War 
Memorial  Complex  on  Van  Ness  Avenue;  and  United  Nations  Plaza,  which  extends  from  Hyde  Street  to 
Market  Street  generally  in  the  Fulton  Street  right-of-way.  The  building  setback  in  front  of  the  Phillip 
Burton  Federal  Building  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue  between  Polk  and  Larkin  Streets  (across  the  Polk  / 
Golden  Gate  intersection  from  the  project  site),  while  not  designated  open  space,  has  long  functioned  as 
a  plaza,  and  has  recently  been  renovated  to  make  it  more  pedestrian-friendly.  In  the  project  vicinity, 
Civic  Center  Plaza  is  the  only  park  protected  by  the  Sunlight  Ordinance  (Section  295  of  the  City 
Planning  Code).  In  addition,  the  recently  opened  Tenderloin  Community  (elementary)  school  on  Turk 
Street,  one-half  block  northwest  of  the  project  site,  includes  outdoor  play  areas  along  Elm  Street  and  atop 
of  the  school  building  itself. 

SUNLIGHT  ORDINANCE 

Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code,  the  Sunlight  Ordinance,  was  adopted  through  voter  approval  of 
Proposition  K  in  November  1994  to  protect  certain  public  open  spaces  from  shadowing  by  new 
structures.  Section  295  prohibits  the  issuance  of  building  permits  for  structures  or  additions  to  structures 
greater  than  40  feet  in  height  that  would  shade  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  or  designated  to  be 
acquired  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  during  the  period  from  one  hour  after  sunrise  to  one 
hour  before  sunset,  unless  the  Planning  and  Recreation  and  Park  Commissions  determine  that  such  shade 
would  have  an  insignificant  impact  on  the  use  of  such  property.  Civic  Center  Plaza  is  the  only  public 
park  potentially  subject  to  shading  by  the  project. 

In  1989,  the  Planning  and  Recreation  and  Park  Commissions  adopted  shadow  criteria  for  Downtown 
parks,  including  an  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit  for  new  shadow  for  each  open  space  and  set  forth 
qualitative  criteria  for  assessing  new  shadow.  The  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit  for  Civic  Center  Plaza 
was  set  at  1  percent  additional  shadow-foot-hours  per  year.  Qualitative  criteria  call  for  preservation  of 
afternoon  sun,  particularly  on  seating  areas  arid  lawn  areas. 
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Since  the  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit  and  the  criteria  were  adopted,  the  New  Main  Library  at  Larkin  and 
Grove  Streets  and  the  Civic  Center  Courthouse  at  Polk  and  McAllister  Street  have  been  constructed. 
These  two  projects  together  absorbed  the  allowable  1  percent  new  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza. 
Therefore,  in  1999,  the  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit  for  Civic  Center  Plaza  was  adjusted  to  1.12  percent  to 
accommodate  the  proposed  addition  to  the  old  Main  Library  building  of  a  rooftop  mechanical  penthouse 
as  part  of  planned  reuse  of  the  building  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum. 


IMPACTS 


SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

Planning  Code  Section  295  generally  prohibits  new  buildings  that  would  cause  significant  new  shadow 
on  open  space  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  between  one 
hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset,  at  any  time  of  the  year.  A  project  would  have  a  significant 
effect  if  it  would  result  in  substantial  new  shadow  on  public  open  space  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Commission  during  these  hours. 


IMPACT  ANALYSIS 
Civic  Center  Plaza 

To  determine  whether  this  project  would  conform  to  Section  295,  a  shadow  fan  analysis  was  performed 
by  the  Planning  Department.  This  analysis  determined  that  the  project  shadow  could  extend  as  far  as  the 
one  nearby  public  open  space  subject  to  Section  295,  Civic  Center  Plaza. 

The  project  could  produce  new  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  for  40  minutes  or  less  for  portions  of  the 
•    daily  periods  between  about  7:10  p.m.  and  7:35  p.m.,  from  May  13  through  July  30  each  year.  The 
percentage  of  new  shadow  relative  to  total  sunlight  available  (in  1989,  when  the  original  standard  was 
adopted)  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  would  be  0.002  percent  or  less,  depending  on  whether  Option  A  or 
Option  B  were  approved.  The  proposed  City  Administrative  Building,  in  combination  with  the  new  Main 
Library,  the  new  Civic  Center  Courthouse,  and  relocation  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum  to  the  former  Main 
Library  building  (and  associated  improvements  to  the  old  Main  Library  building)  would  fit  within  the 
current  1.12  percent  increment  of  new  shadow  permitted  on  Civic  Center  Plaza,  regardless  of  which 
option  were  approved  for  the  City  Administrative  Building. 

The  new  shadow  cast  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  by  the  project  would  occur  at  the  end  of  the  day,  during  the 
last  hour  of  the  period  covered  by  Section  295  (that  is,  during  the  last  hour  before  one  hour  prior  to 
sunset).  As  shown  in  Figure  15,  project  shadow  would  fall  on  the  northeast  corner  of  the  Plaza, 
including  the  northernmost  portion  of  the  Civic  Center  Tot  Lot  (playground).  Because  the  new  project 
shadow  would  be  within  the  1.12  percent  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit  for  Civic  Center  Plaza,  and  because 
the  new  project  shadow  would  occur  in  the  early  evening,  after  7:00  p.m.,  the  additional  shadow  would 
not  be  expected  to  interfere  with  use  of  the  Plaza,  nor  would  it  conflict  with  the  qualitative  criteria  that, 
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as  noted,  call  for  preservation  of  afternoon  sun.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant 
effect  regarding  shadow. 

Tenderloin  Community  School 

Open  spaces  at  schools  are  not  subject  to  Planning  Code  Section  295.  The  following  discussion  is 
provided  for  additional  information  on  potential  project  shadow  effects.  However,  project  shadow  on 
school  open  spaces  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  effect. 

In  addition  to  new  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the  project  would  cast  new  shadow  on  surrounding 
streets  and  sidewalks,  as  does  the  existing  vacant  building  at  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue.  Because  the 
project  site  is  completely  covered  by  the  existing  building,  the  primary  project  effect  relative  to  shadow 
would  be  to  increase  the  distance  from  the  site  where  shading  would  occur,  owing  to  the  greater  height  of 
the  proposed  project.  Because  the  longest  shadows  from  any  project  occur  early  in  the  morning  and  late 
in  the  afternoon  when  the  sun  is  lowest,  project  effects  would  be  limited  because  other  buildings  would 
also  cast  longer  shadows  on  locations  that  the  project  might  otherwise  shadow  at  those  times.  However, 
both  options  under  consideration  for  the  City  Administrative  Building  project  would  cast  additional 
shadow,  compared  to  existing  conditions,  on  the  new  Tenderloin  Community  School,  located  on  the 
block  to  the  north  of  the  project  site. 

The  project  would  cast  new  shadow  on  the  school  play  areas,  which  are  located  on  the  building  roof  and 
at  street  level  on  Elm  Street,  in  the  morning  hours  between  early  fall  and  late  winter.  As  shown  in 

•  Figures  16A  through  18,  pp.  59  -  61,  the  greatest  extent  of  project  shadow  on  the  new  school  would 
occur  in  December,  when  project  shadows  would  be  longest.  At  9:00  a.m.  on  December  21  (the  winter 

•  solstice)  (see  Figures  16A  and  16B),  the  shorter  Option  B  would  almost  fully  shade  the  rooftop  play  area 
on  the  school's  west  building,  which  is  mostly  in  sunlight  at  that  time  under  existing  conditions. 
Option  A,  with  two  additional  stories,  would  fully  shade  this  play  area.  The  east  rooftop  play  area  would 
remain  in  sunlight  with  Option  B,  but  its  westernmost  approximately  35  feet  would  be  shaded  by 
Option  A.  (The  ground-level  play  areas  along  Elm  Street  are  shaded  by  existing  buildings.)  By 

10:00  a.m.,  shadows  would  shorten  sufficiently  that  neither  option  would  cast  new  shadow  on  the  rooftop 

•  play  areas  (see  Figures  17A  and  17B).  The  shorter  Option  B  would  complete  shading  of  the  western 
ground-level  play  area,  which  is  partially  shaded  at  present,  and  would  also  add  new  shadow  to  the 
eastern  ground-level  play  area,  which  is  mostly  shaded  under  existing  conditions.  The  taller  Option  A 
would  complete  shading  of  the  eastern  ground-level  play  area.  By  12:00  noon,  shadows  would  be  short 
enough  so  that  Option  B  would  cast  no  new  shadow  on  the  school,  while  Option  A  would  add  a  small 
amount  of  shadow  (less  than  500  square  feet)  to  the  eastern  portion  of  the  east  ground-level  play  area 
(see  Figure  18).  Both  rooftops  and  the  remainder  of  the  ground-level  play  areas  would  be  in  sunlight. 

As  the  calendar  moves  through  winter,  shadows  would  shorten.  Two  months  later,  on  February  21,  the 
project  would  cast  a  small  amount  of  new  shadow  on  portions  of  the  school  play  areas.  At  9:00  a.m.,  the 
taller  Option  A  would  add  new  shadow  to  the  western  ground-level  play  area,  but  the  shorter  Option  B 
would  add  no  new  shadow.  Both  rooftop  play  areas  are  mostly  in  sun  at  this  time  under  existing 
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conditions,  and  neither  option  would  add  new  shadow  to  the  roof  (see  Figure  19).  By  10:00  a.m., 
shadows  from  both  options  would  be  too  short  to  shade  either  the  rooftop  or  ground-level  play  areas  (see 
Figure  20).  The  rooftops  would  remain  in  sun,  as  would  most  of  the  ground-level  play  areas.  Similarly, 
at  noon  in  February,  neither  option  would  shade  the  school  at  all  (see  Figure  21).  Shadow  conditions  in 
late  fall  would  be  similar  to  those  in  early  winter,  accounting  for  sun  time.  That  is,  shadows  on 
October  21  would  be  similar  to  those  on  February  21,  except  that  mid-February's  9:00  a.m.  shadows 
would  occur  at  10:00  a.m.  in  mid-October  due  to  daylight  savings  time.  The  project  would  add  no  new 
shadow  to  the  Tenderloin  Community  School  on  or  after  March  21,  the  spring  equinox,  nor  would  it  add 
shadow  to  the  school  on  or  before  September  21,  the  autumnal  equinox. 

As  noted  previously,  the  open  spaces  at  the  school  are  not  subject  to  Planning  Code  Section  295. 
Therefore,  project  shadow  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  effect.  Further,  the  project  would  never 
result  in  complete  shading  of  the  school's  outdoor  open  spaces  except  for  the  early  morning  hours 
(9:00  a.m.  and  earlier)  in  late  fall  and  early  winter  (around  the  first  day  of  winter),  when  the  taller 
Option  A  would  result  in  near-complete  shadow.  Even  in  late  fall  and  early  winter,  by  10:00  a.m., 
substantial  areas  of  the  school's  open  space  would  be  in  sunlight,  and  would  remain  in  sunlight 
throughout  the  year.  Mitigation  is  identified  in  Chapter  IV  (see  p.  73)  to  ensure  that  any  changes  to  the 
building  design  would  not  result  in  shadow  effects  that  would  be  substantially  more  adverse  than 
identified  herein. 

Federal  Building  Plaza 

As  with  the  Tenderloin  Community  School  open  spaces,  the  Federal  Building  plaza  is  not  subject  to 
Planning  Code  Section  295,  and  shadow  effects  on  the  plaza  would  not  be  considered  significant.  The 
following  discussion  is  provided  for  information. 

The  project  would  also  cast  new  shadow,  compared  to  existing  conditions,  on  the  newly  renovated  plaza 
at  the  Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building,  diagonally  across  the  Polk  /  Golden  Gate  intersection  from  the 
project  site,  during  the  afternoon  hours  year-round,  except  in  late  spring  and  early  summer,  when  project 
shadows  would  not  reach  the  plaza.6  However,  the  plaza  is  currently  partially  shaded  during  the 
afternoon  by  the  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building  except  between  early  spring  and  late 
summer.  Therefore,  project  effects  would  be  greatest  during  late  winter  to  early  spring  and  late  summer 
to  early  fall.  Closer  to  the  winter  solstice,  the  plaza  is  substantially  shaded  by  existing  buildings  and  the 
project  increment  of  new  shadow  would  be  more  limited.  Because  this  open  space  is  not  subject  to 
Planning  Code  Section  295,  this  new  shadow  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  effect.  Mitigation  is 
identified  in  Chapter  IV  (see  p.  73)  to  ensure  that  any  changes  to  the  building  design  would  not  result  in 
shadow  effects  that  would  be  substantially  more  adverse  than  identified  herein. 


Note  thai  project  shadow  would  affect  Phillip  Burton  Plaza  later  in  the  day  than  the  hours  when  project  shadow  would  reach 
the  Tenderloin  Community  School,  and  therefore  shadow  on  Burton  Plaza  is  not  indicated  in  Figures  9-14. 
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E.  WIND -SETTING 

E.  WIND7 

SETTING 

U.S.  Weather  Bureau  and  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  data  show  that  westerly  (i.e.,  from 
the  west)  to  northwesterly  winds  are  the  most  frequent  and  strongest  winds  during  all  seasons  in 
San  Francisco.8  Of  the  16  primary  wind  directions  measured  at  the  old  Weather  Bureau  station  (at  a 
height  of  132  feet),  four  directions  comprise  the  greatest  frequency  of  occurrence  as  well  as  the  majority 
of  strong  wind  occurrences;  these  are  northwest,  west-northwest,  west  and  west-southwest.  Calm 
conditions  occur  about  two  percent  of  the  time. 

Average  wind  speeds  are  the  highest  during  summer  and  lowest  during  winter.  Strongest  peak  winds 
occur  in  winter  when  speeds  of  47  miles  per  hour  (mph)  have  been  recorded  (Null,  1978).  The  highest 
average  wind  speeds  occur  in  mid-afternoon  and  the  lowest  occur  in  early  morning. 

The  comfort  of  pedestrians  varies  under  different  conditions  of  sun  exposure,  temperature,  clothing,  and 
wind  speed.  Winds  up  to  four  mph  have  no  noticeable  effect  on  pedestrian  comfort.  With  velocity  from 
four  to  eight  mph,  wind  is  felt  on  the  face.  Winds  from  8  to  13  mph  will  disturb  hair,  cause  clothing  to 
flap,  and  extend  a  light  flag  mounted  on  a  pole,  while  winds  from  13  to  19  mph  will  raise  loose  paper, 
dust  and  dry  soil,  and  will  disarrange  hair.  For  wind  velocities  from  19  to  26  mph,  the  force  of  the  wind 
will  be  felt  on  the  body.  At  26  to  34  mph,  umbrellas  are  used  with  difficulty;  hair  is  blown  straight;  there 
is  difficulty  in  walking  steadily;  and  wind  noise  is  unpleasant.  Winds  over  34  mph  increase  difficulty 
with  balance  and  gusts  can  blow  people  over. 

Tall  buildings  and  structures  can  strongly  affect  the  wind  environment  for  pedestrians.  Groups  of 
structures  tend  to  slow  the  winds  near  ground  level,  due  to  the  friction  and  drag  of  the  structures 
themselves  on  winds.  Buildings  that  are  much  taller  than  their  surrounding  buildings  intercept  and 
redirect  winds  that  might  otherwise  flow  overhead,  and  bring  them  down  the  vertical  face  of  the  building 
to  ground  level,  where  they  create  ground-level  wind  and  turbulence.  These  redirected  winds  can  be 
relatively  strong  and  also  relatively  turbulent,  and  can  be  incompatible  with  the  intended  uses  of  nearby 
ground-level  spaces.  In  addition,  building  designs  that  present  tall  flat  surfaces  square  to  strong  winds 
can  create  ground-level  winds  that  can  prove  to  be  hazardous  to  pedestrians  in  the  vicinity. 

In  order  to  provide  a  comfortable  wind  environment  for  people  in  San  Francisco,  the  City  established 
specific  comfort  criteria  to  be  used  in  the  evaluation  of  proposed  buildings.  The  City  Planning  Code 
specifically  outlines  these  criteria  for  the  Downtown  Commercial  (C-3)  District  and  each  of  the  Rincon 


This  analysis  is  summarized  from  a  Technical  Memorandum  prepared  by  Environmental  Science  Associates,  September  21, 
2000.  that  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  in  Case  File 
No.  1997.478E. 

The  U.S.  Weather  Bureau  data  used  in  this  analysis  were  originally  gathered  at  the  weather  station  atop  the  Old  Federal 
Building  at  50  United  Nations  Plaza  during  the  years  1945-1950.  Data  were  taken  hourly,  annually  for  16  wind  directions. 
The  data  base,  comprised  of  32.795  hourly  observations,  is  of  sufficient  length  to  provide  a  reliable  estimate  of  future  wind 
conditions  in  San  Francisco. 
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Hill,  Van  Ness  Avenue,  and  South  of  Market  areas  (Planning  Code  Sections  148,  249.1(a)(3),  243(c)(9), 
263.11(c)). 

The  comfort  criteria  are  based  on  pedestrian-level  wind  speeds  that  include  the  effects  of  turbulence; 
these  are  referred  to  as  "equivalent  wind  speeds."  For  example,  Section  148  of  the  Planning  Code 
establishes  an  equivalent  wind  speed  (as  defined  in  the  Code)  of  7  mph  and  1 1  mph  as  comfort  criteria 
for  seating  areas  and  areas  of  substantial  pedestrian  use  in  the  Downtown  commercial  district.  In  this 
area,  new  buildings  and  additions  to  buildings  may  not  cause  ground-level  winds  to  exceed  these  levels 
more  than  10  percent  of  the  time  year  round  between  7:00  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m.9  If  existing  wind  speeds 
exceed  the  comfort  level,  new  buildings  and  additions  in  this  area  must  be  designed  to  reduce  ambient 
wind  speeds  to  meet  the  requirements.  Section  148  also  establishes  a  hazard  criterion,  which  is  a  26  mph 
equivalent  wind  speed  for  a  single  full  hour,  or  approximately  0.01 14  percent  of  the  time.  Downtown 
buildings  may  not  cause  winds  that  meet  or  exceed  this  criterion.10  The  wind  ordinance  is  defined  in 
terms  of  equivalent  wind  speed,  an  average  wind  speed  (mean  velocity)  adjusted  to  include  the  level  of 
gustiness  and  turbulence.11  The  hazard  criterion  speed  is  stated  in  terms  of  a  full-hour  average  speed,  for 
which  sufficient  relevant  data  are  not  available.  The  comfort  criteria  are  based  on  the  available 
meteorological  data,  which  have  shorter  averaging  periods,  an  element  of  one  minute.  To  use  the 
available  data,  it  is  convenient  to  restate  the  hazard  speed  and  deal  with  all  three  criteria  on  the  same 
basis;  when  so  restated,  the  hazard  criterion  wind  speed  becomes  36  mph12. 

While  the  project  site  is  not  within  an  area  governed  by  Planning  Code  wind  standards,  the  Section  148 
criteria  provide  an  appropriate  methodology  and  criteria  for  the  analysis  of  wind  effects,  since  it  allows 
for  a  standardized  measure  of  changes  in  the  wind  regime.  Furthermore,  the  Section  148  criteria  and  the 
same  criteria  in  Section  243  (for  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  Special  Use  District)  apply  to  locations  within  a 
few  blocks  of  the  project  site  with  similar  building  forms  and  topography. 

Existing  conditions  in  the  project  vicinity  are  considered  windy:  the  average  wind  speed13  at  31  test 
locations  is  nearly  13  miles  per  hour  (mph).  It  appears  that  the  Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building,  a  300- 


The  Planning  Code  specifies  the  hours  of  7:00  a.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  In  contrast,  the  available  weather  data,  as  aggregated,  cover 
the  hours  of  6:00  a.m.  to  8:00  p.m.  Thus,  observations  from  two  additional  evening  hours  and  one  additional  morning  hour 
are  included  in  the  wind  speed  distribution  data. 

Because  the  hazard  criterion  is  stated  in  terms  of  1  hour  of  exceedance,  it  is  most  appropriate  to  report  exceedances  of  this 
criterion  in  terms  of  the  number  of  hours  per  year  that  the  excess  occurs,  rather  than  the  accompanying  wind  speeds.  Thus, 
for  each  wind  analysis,  the  number  of  locations  and  the  total  sum  of  the  durations  of  exceedances  of  the  hazard  criterion  are 
important  measures  of  effect.  This  differs  from  reporting  of  both  comfort  criteria,  for  which  wind  speeds  exceeded 
10  percent  of  the  time  are  examined  and  presented,  but  statistics  other  than  the  number  of  locations  are  not  detailed. 
Equivalent  mean  wind  speed  incorporates  the  effects  of  gustiness  or  turbulence  on  pedestrians  and  is  defined  as  the  mean 
wind  speed  multiplied  by  the  quantity  (one  plus  three  times  the  turbulence  intensity)  divided  by  1.45. 
This  adjustment  is  explained  in  a  technical  paper,  "Developing  the  San  Francisco  Wind  Ordinance  and  Its  Guidelines  for 
Compliance,"  Arens  et.  al.,  1986.  This  paper  is  available  for  review  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department, 
1660  Mission  Street. 

The  term  wind  speed  refers  here  to  equivalent  wind  speed  (including  the  effects  of  turbulence)  that  is  exceeded  a  specified 
percentage  of  time:  10  percent  of  the  time  for  pedestrian  comfort  comparisons  and  one  hour  per  year  for  wind  hazard 
comparisons. 
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foot-tall  office  building  northeast  of  the  proposed  project  site,  controls  the  wind  conditions  in  its  vicinity. 
The  Federal  Building,  a  structure  substantially  higher  than  surrounding  development,  intercepts  the 
winds  that  otherwise  would  pass  overhead  and  brings  them  down  to  ground  level,  and  tends  to  create 
accelerated  wind  conditions  in  its  vicinity,  including  exceedances  of  the  wind  hazard  criterion. 

Wind  speeds  in  pedestrian  areas  range  from  7  mph  to  26  mph.  (Three  locations  were  also  tested  within 
and  atop  the  Tenderloin  Community  School;  wind  speeds  there  range  from  7  mph  to  9  mph.)  In  general, 
the  highest  ground-level  wind  speeds  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site  occur  on  Polk  Street  between  Elm  Street 
and  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue  adjacent  to  and  across  the  street  from  the  Federal 
Building,  and  in  the  plaza  in  front  of  the  Federal  Building.  At  these  locations,  the  mass  of  the  Federal 
Building  results  in  wind  speeds  as  high  as  26  mph  and  four  existing  exceedances  of  the  26-mph  wind 
hazard  criterion.  The  wind  speeds  at  15  of  the  31  locations  under  existing  conditions  exceed  the 
pedestrian-comfort  criterion  value  of  11  mph  that  is  contained  in  Planning  Code  Section  148. 


IMPACTS 


SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

A  project  would  normally  have  a  significant  impact  if  it  would  cause  the  26-miles-per-hour  wind  hazard 
criterion  to  be  exceeded  for  more  than  one  hour  per  year.  A  project  that  would  cause  exceedances  of  the 
comfort  criteria,  but  not  the  wind  hazard  criterion,  would  not  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  impact. 


IMPACT  ANALYSIS 

In  general,  the  project  would  incrementally  increase  wind  speeds  around  and  near  the  base  of  the  new 
City  Administrative  Building  by  up  to  4  mph,  with  the  taller  Option  A  resulting  in  incrementally  more 
change  in  wind  speeds.  With  the  project,  conditions  would  remain  windy;  the  average  wind  speed  at  the 
31  test  points  would  increase  from  12.7  mph  under  existing  conditions  to  13.5  mph  with  Option  A  and  to 
13.2  mph  with  Option  B.  Option  A  would  result  in  wind  speeds  exceeding  the  1 1-mph  pedestrian 
comfort  criterion  at  20  of  31  test  points  and  Option  B  would  result  in  18  such  exceedances,  compared  to 
15  exceedances  under  existing  conditions.  Under  both  options,  13  of  15  existing  exceedances  would 
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continue  and  two  would  be  eliminated,  including  the  test  point  on  the  Polk  Street  sidewalk  adjacent  to 
the  proposed  project.  Option  A  would  result  in  seven  new  exceedances,  while  Option  A  would  result  in 
five  new  exceedances,  compared  to  existing  conditions.  Under  both  options,  new  exceedances  would 
occur  on  the  Golden  Gate  Avenue  sidewalk  at  the  northwest  corner  of  the  project  site,  on  the  north 
sidewalk  of  Redwood  Street,  and  at  two  points  on  the  east  sidewalk  of  Polk  Street,  across  the  street  from 
the  project  site.  Option  A  would  also  result  in  three  new  pedestrian  criterion  exceedances,  including  the 
midpoint  of  the  project's  Golden  Gate  Avenue  sidewalk  (outside  the  proposed  project  entrance),  one  on 
the  north  sidewalk  of  Golden  Gate  Avenue  near  Polk  Street,  and  a  second  on  Redwood  Street.  Option  B 
would  result  in  an  additional  new  exceedance  at  Polk  and  Redwood  Street. 

Under  Option  A,  winds  would  increase  by  more  than  2  mph  at  three  locations:  at  midpoint  of  the 
project' s  Golden  Gate  Avenue  facade  (4  mph)  and  at  the  northeast  and  northwest  corners  of  the  project 
site  (both  3  mph).  Option  B  would  increase  wind  speeds  by  no  more  than  2  mph  -  which  would  be 
barely  noticeable  -  at  any  of  the  31  test  points. 

As  under  existing  conditions,  with  each  option  there  would  be  four  exceedances  of  the  36-mph  wind 
hazard  criterion  at  the  31  test  points.  Both  options  would  increase  the  number  of  hours  during  which  the 
hazard  criterion  would  be  exceeded,  from  518  hours  at  present  to  568  hours  with  Option  A  and  626  hours 
with  Option  B.  However,  neither  option  would  result  in  new  exceedances  of  the  hazard  criterion  at  any 
of  the  31  test  points.  High  winds,  including  those  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  would  generally  be 
predictable,  in  that  they  would  most  often  accompany  wind  storm  conditions.  As  noted  in  the  Setting, 
the  Federal  Building  appears  to  control  the  wind  environment  in  the  project  vicinity.  Because  the  project 
would  not  result  in  any  new  exceedances  of  the  wind  hazard  criterion,  the  project  impact  is  deemed  to  be 
less  than  significant,  assuming  the  design  changes,  if  any,  that  result  from  the  design-build  process  do 
not  substantially  alter  the  building  envelope.  Mitigation  is  identified  in  Chapter  IV  (see  p.  73)  to  ensure 
that  any  changes  to  the  building  design  would  not  result  in  wind  effects  that  would  be  substantially  more 
adverse  than  identified  herein. 

Wind  conditions  under  the  cumulative  scenario,  with  construction  of  an  approved  residential  project  at 
Van  Ness  and  Golden  Gate  Avenues,  would  not  be  incrementally  improved.  The  average  wind  speed 
would  be  reduced  by  less  than  0.5  mph,  compared  to  existing-plus-project  conditions.  The  same  four 
exceedances  of  the  wind  hazard  criterion  would  continue,  but  the  number  of  hours  exceeded  would  be 
less  than  with  the  project,  and  similar  to  existing  conditions. 

F.  GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

In  general,  a  project  would  be  considered  growth-inducing  if  its  implementation  would  result  in 
substantial  population  increases  and/or  new  development  that  might  not  occur  if  the  project  were  not 
approved  and  implemented.  The  proposed  City  Administrative  Building  would  be  developed  on  the  site 
of  an  existing  but  vacant  former  State  of  California  office  building  in  an  area  where  government  office 
use  is  predominant.  The  project  would  not  alter  development  patterns  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  Instead, 
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it  would  consolidate  existing  City  offices  that  exist  in  leased  office  space,  primarily  elsewhere  in  the 
greater  Civic  Center. 

To  the  extent  that  office  space  currently  occupied  by  City  staff  would  be  vacated  as  a  result  of  project 
occupancy,  this  space  would  incrementally  increase  vacancy  rates  for  private  office  space  in  the  greater 
Civic  Center  area.  Given  low  vacancy  rates  for  office  space  in  San  Francisco,  it  is  probable  that  most  of 
the  vacated  space  would  be  occupied  by  other  tenants  if  vacancy  rates  do  not  increase  substantially  by 
the  time  the  project  is  complete  and  occupied.  Because  several  office  buildings  are  currently  under 
construction  or  have  recently  been  completed  in  San  Francisco,  some  increase  in  vacancy  rates  will  result 
in  the  next  two  years  as  these  buildings  open,  regardless  of  market  conditions.  However,  the  proposed 
City  Administrative  Building  project  is  unlikely  to  result  in  any  substantial  increase  or  decrease  in 
demand  for  office  space  in  San  Francisco,  given  the  size  of  the  office  market  relative  to  the  proposed 
project. 

Located  in  a  fully  built-out  urban  area  with  a  complete  utility  infrastructure  and  abundant  public  transit 
service,  the  project  would  not  necessitate  or  induce  the  extension  of  municipal  infrastructure  or  other 
government  services.  In  view  of  the  above,  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  project  would  result  in 
additional  development  in  the  project  site  vicinity  or  elsewhere  in  San  Francisco  that  would  not 
otherwise  occur. 

G.  SIGNIFICANT  IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CHANGES 

The  CEQA  Guidelines  (Sec.  15126.2(c)  and  Sec.  15127)  require  that  an  EIR  for  projects  including 
adoption  of  an  ordinance  by  a  public  agency  -  including  the  rezoning  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  - 
discuss  the  "Significant  Irreversible  Environmental  Changes  Which  Would  be  Caused  by  the  Proposed 
Project  Should  it  be  Implemented."  The  Guidelines  provided  as  examples  the  use  of  nonrenewable 
resources  that  may  result  in  a  future  commitment  to  continue  use  and  the  potential  for  irreversible 
damage  from  environmental  accidents  associated  with  a  project. 

The  proposed  project,  because  it  would  require  rezoning  of  the  project  site,  could  permanently  change 
the  development  "envelope"  of  the  project  site.  Although  the  proposed  City  Administrative  Building 
itself  would  not  necessarily  be  permanent,  the  rezoning  of  the  site  to  increase  the  permitted  height  could 
result  in  a  future  construction  on  the  site  of  a  building  -  including  potentially  future  private 
development  -  that  would  be  taller  than  would  have  otherwise  been  permitted. 

The  project  would  irreversibly  commit  natural  resources,  including  both  materials  and  energy,  to  the 
construction  of  the  project  and  resources  -  primarily  energy  -  to  its  operation.  However,  the  use  of 
resources  would  be  not  be  greater  than  for  similar  office  development  on  a  site  that  would  not  require 
rezoning.  In  fact,  the  use  of  resources  for  the  proposed  City  Administrative  Building  could  be 
incrementally  less  than  for  conventional  office  development  because,  as  noted  in  the  Project  Description, 
the  building  would  be  developed  pursuant  to  a  pilot  program  for  the  design  and  construction  of  Resource- 
Efficient  City  Buildings,  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  the  Mayor  in  1999  (see  p.  17). 
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MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  TO  MINIMIZE  THE 
POTENTIAL  ADVERSE  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROJECT 

In  the  course  of  project  planning  and  design,  measures  have  been  identified  that  would  reduce  or 
eliminate  potential  significant  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  In  addition,  because  the 
proposed  project  would  be  constructed  through  a  design-build  process,  mitigation  is  identified  for  less- 
than-significant  shadow  and  wind  effects  of  the  current  design,  to  ensure  that  any  changes  in  the  final 
design  would  not  increase  the  effects  described  in  this  EIR.  Some  of  these  mitigation  measures  have 
been  voluntarily  adopted  by  the  project  sponsor  and  thus  are  to  be  implemented  as  part  of  the  project. 
Other  measures  are  identified  as  a  result  of  this  analysis  but  have  not  as  yet  been  incorporated  into  the 
project.  Each  mitigation  measure  and  its  status  are  discussed  below. 

There  are  several  items  required  by  law  that  would  serve  to  reduce  or  eliminate  what  might  otherwise  be 
potentially  significant  impacts.  Such  measures  are  not  included  as  mitigation  measures  because  the  EIR 
compliance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations.  These  measures,  summarized  here  for  informational 
purposes,  include:  no  use  of  mirrored  glass  on  the  building  to  reduce  glare,  as  per  City  Planning 
Commission  Resolution  9212;  limitation  of  construction-related  noise  levels,  pursuant  to  the  San 
Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Code,  1972);  compliance  with 
Chapter  36  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Work  Practices  for  Exterior  Lead-Based  Paint;  and 
observance  of  State  and  federal  OSHA  safety  requirements  related  to  handling  and  disposal  of  other 
hazardous  materials,  such  as  asbestos. 

Measures  that  are  not  required  by  legislation  but  would  serve  to  mitigate  potentially  significant 
environmental  impacts  appear  below. 

Mitigation  measures  preceded  by  an  asterisk  (*)  are  from  the  Initial  Study  (see  Appendix  A,  p.  A.32). 
The  reader  is  directed  to  the  Initial  Study  for  discussion  of  potential  impacts  related  to  these  measures. 

A.  NOISE  AND  VIBRATION 

MEASURE  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

*A.l  If  pile  driving  is  required  for  the  project  foundation,  the  project  sponsor  will  require  that  the 

project  engineer  include  in  foundation  plans  submitted  to  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection 
for  review  a  requirement  that  piles  be  pre-drilled  to  the  extent  feasible,  unless  a  soils  report 
indicates  that  soil  conditions  are  such  that  pre-drilling  would  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  the  pile 
foundation. 
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B.  CONSTRUCTION  AIR  QUALITY 

MEASURE  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

*B.l  The  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  sprinkle  exterior  demolition  sites  with 
water  during  demolition,  excavation  and  construction  activity;  sprinkle  unpaved  exterior 
construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other 
material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding 
streets  during  demolition  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions. 
Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable 
water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the 
contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose. 

This  mitigation  also  would  reduce  demolition-related  impacts  regarding  lead  paint  chips/lead  dust.  The 
project  sponsor  would  also  be  required  to  comply  with  Chapter  36  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code, 
Work  Practices  for  Exterior  Lead -Based  Paint. 

C.  TRANSPORTATION 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

C.l    To  mitigate  cumulative  (2015)  conditions,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic 
(DPT)  would  monitor  traffic  level  of  service  (LOS)  conditions  at  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  /  Golden 
Gate  Avenue  intersection  at  a  frequency  of  no  less  than  every  two  years.  At  such  time  as 
warranted  by  traffic  conditions  (i.e.,  a  degradation  of  the  p.m.  peak-hour  service  level  to  an 
unacceptable  LOS  E),  DPT  would  shift  some  project  traffic  away  from  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  / 
Golden  Gate  Avenue  intersection  by  converting  Redwood  Street  to  a  one-way  eastbound  (from 
Van  Ness  Avenue  to  Polk  Street)  street  (or  implement  another  measure  determined  at  that  time  to 
mitigate  the  cumulative  degradation  to  LOS  D  or  better). 

Monitoring  of  future  traffic  conditions  to  judge  the  need  for  mitigation  measures,  instead  of 
implementing  the  above  measure  immediately,  is  recommended  because  the  significance  threshold 
would  be  exceeded  by  a  small  margin,  and  because  future  traffic  conditions  are  not  certain.  Regarding 
the  former,  the  threshold  of  average  stopped  delay  per  vehicle  between  an  acceptable  LOS  D  and  an 
unacceptable  LOS  E  (i.e.,  40.0  seconds)  is  projected  to  be  exceeded  by  about  three  seconds  with 
Option  A  or  by  about  one  second  with  Option  B,  with  either  high  or  low  levels  of  visitor  activity. 
Regarding  the  latter,  the  uncertain  nature  of  cumulative  2015  conditions  projected  for  this  analysis 
(vis-a-vis  the  effect  of  the  ultimate  configuration  of  the  Central  Freeway  and  its  connection  to  the 
Oak-Fell  corridor  on  traffic  patterns  in  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  corridor)  makes  it  difficult  to  judge  when 
or  if  mitigation  would  be  necessary. 

Under  current  one-way  westbound  operations,  all  traffic  outbound  from  the  project  garage  would  have  to 
travel  through  the  Van  Ness  /  Golden  Gate  Avenues  intersection  on  the  northbound  approach  (through  or 
right-turn  movements).  If  Redwood  Street  were  converted  to  a  one-way  eastbound  configuration,  traffic 
exiting  the  project  onto  Redwood  could  travel  either  north  or  south  on  Polk  Street  and  could  avoid  the 
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Van  Ness  /  Golden  Gate  intersection.  This  would  improve  the  cumulative  p.m.  peak-hour  level  of 
service  at  Van  Ness  /  Golden  Gate,  compared  to  project  conditions,  to  an  acceptable  LOS  D.  Other 
intersections  in  the  area  are  expected  to  operate  well  enough  that  they  would  be  able  to  absorb  the  added 
traffic  without  a  significant  effect  on  their  level  of  service. 

D.  SHADOW 

MEASURE  IDENTIFIED  IN  THE  EIR 

D.  l    To  ensure  that  shadow  effects  with  respect  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  the  Tenderloin  Community 

School  are  not  substantially  greater  than  identified  in  the  EIR,  if  the  final  design  were  to  differ  in 
height,  setbacks,  or  massing  from  the  design  analyzed  in  this  EIR,  the  design-build  contractor  shall 
complete  a  shadow  study  of  the  final  project  design  prior  to  issuance  of  any  building  or  site  permits 
(exclusive  of  demolition  permits  for  the  existing  building),  should  the  Planning  Department 
determine  that  the  final  design  warrants  such  analysis.  This  analysis,  if  required,  shall  be 
submitted  to  the  Planning  Department  for  review  prior  to  issuance  of  a  building  permit,  and  could 
be  subject  to  further  environmental  review. 

E.  WIND 

E.  l    To  ensure  that  wind  effects  are  not  substantially  greater  than  identified  in  the  EIR,  if  the  final 

design  were  to  differ  in  height,  setbacks,  or  massing  from  the  design  analyzed  in  this  EER,  the 
design-build  contractor  shall  complete  a  wind-tunnel  analysis  of  the  final  project  design  prior  to 
issuance  of  any  building  or  site  permits  (exclusive  of  demolition  permits  for  the  existing  building), 
should  the  Planning  Department  determine  that  the  final  design  warrants  such  analysis.  This 
analysis,  if  required,  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Planning  Department  for  review  prior  to  issuance  of 
a  building  permit,  and  could  be  subject  to  further  environmental  review. 

MEASURE  IDENTIFIED  IN  THE  EIR 

F.  HAZARDS 

.  MEASURE  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

*F.  1  The  project  sponsor  would  ensure  that  building  surveys  for  PCB -containing  equipment  (including 
elevator  equipment),  hydraulic  oils,  and  fluorescent  lights  are  performed  prior  to  the  start  of 
demolition.  Any  hazardous  materials  so  discovered  would  be  abated  according  to  federal,  state, 
and  local  laws  and  regulations. 

The  project  sponsor  would  also  be  required  by  law  to  comply  with  Chapter  36  of  the  San  Francisco 
Building  Code,  Work  Practices  for  Exterior  Lead-Based  Paint,  and  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations 
concerning  asbestos  removal  (see  the  Initial  Study  in  Appendix  A,  p.  A -26). 
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G.  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

MEASURE  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

*G.  1  Given  the  archival  history  of  the  project  site,  the  project  sponsor  would  retain  an  historical 

archaeologist,  who  would  be  present  during  site  excavation  and  would  record  observations  in  a 
permanent  log.  The  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO)  would  also  require  cooperation  of  the 
project  sponsor  in  assisting  such  further  investigations  on  site  as  may  be  appropriate  prior  to  or 
during  project  excavation,  even  if  this  results  in  a  delay  in  excavation  activities. 

Should  archeological  resources  of  potential  significance  be  found  during  ground  disturbance,  the 
project  sponsor  would  immediately  notify  the  ERO  and  would  suspend  any  excavation  that  the 
ERO  determined  might  damage  such  archaeological  resources.  Excavation  or  construction 
activities  that  might  damage  discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  total 
maximum  of  four  weeks  over  the  course  of  construction. 

The  archaeologist  would  prepare  a  draft  report  containing  an  assessment  of  the  potential 
significance  of  the  find  and  recommendations  for  what  measures  should  be  implemented  to 
minimize  potential  effects  on  archaeological  resources.  Based  on  this  report,  the  ERO  would 
recommend  specific  additional  mitigation  measures  to  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor. 

Mitigation  measures  might  include  a  site  security  program,  additional  on-site  investigations  by  the 
archaeologist,  and/or  documentation,  preservation,  and  recovery  of  cultural  materials.  Finally,  the 
archaeologist  would  prepare  a  draft  report  documenting  the  cultural  resources  that  were 
discovered,  an  evaluation  as  to  their  significance,  and  a  description  as  to  how  any  archaeological 
testing,  exploration  and/or  recovery  program  was  conducted. 

Copies  of  all  draft  reports  prepared  according  to  this  mitigation  measure  would  be  sent  first  and 
directly  to  the  ERO  for  review.  Following  approval  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  final  report(s) 
would  be  sent  by  the  archaeologist  directly  to  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  and  the  Northwest  Information  Center  of  the  California  Historical  Resources 
Information  System.  Three  copies  of  the  final  archaeology  report(s)  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review,  accompanied  by  copies  of  the  transmittals  documenting  its 
distribution  to  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  and  the  Northwest 
Information  Center. 
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SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


In  accordance  with  Section  21067  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  and  with 
Sections  15040,  15081  and  15082  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  the  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to 
identify  environmental  impacts  that  could  not  be  eliminated  or  reduced  to  an  insignificant  level  by 
„  mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the  project,  or  by  other  mitigation  measures  that  could  be 
implemented,  as  described  in  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures,  pp.  71-74. 

With  the  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures, 
pp.  71-74,  all  potential  significant  impacts  would  be  reduced  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

The  finding  that  potential  significant  impacts  would  be  reduced  to  less-than-significant  levels  by 
implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures  is  subject  to  final  determination  by  the  Planning 
Commission  as  part  of  its  certification  process  for  the  EIR.  The  Final  EIR  will  be  revised,  if  necessary, 
to  reflect  the  findings  of  the  Commission. 
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ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


This  chapter  identifies  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  and  discusses  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  each  alternative.  Project  decision-makers  could  adopt  any  of  the  following  alternatives, 
if  feasible,  and  if  necessary  to  substantially  lessen  or  avoid  a  significant  environmental  impact,  instead  of 
,  approving  the  project  as  proposed.  The  determination  of  feasibility  will  be  made  by  project  decision- 
makers on  the  basis  of  substantial  evidence  in  the  record,  which  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to, 
information  presented  in  this  EIR  and  in  comments  received  on  the  Draft  EIR. 

The  following  alternatives  are  evaluated  in  this  chapter:  No  Project,  Rehabilitation  of  Existing  Building, 
Project  with  No  Parking,  Height  and  Bulk  Limit  Compliance,  and  Off-Site  Alternative. 

At  the  conclusion  of  this  chapter,  Table  4  (p.  83)  presents  a  comparison  of  key  impacts  of  the  alternatives 
to  those  of  the  proposed  project. 


A.  ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT 

DESCRIPTION 

This  alternative  would  entail  no  immediate  change  to  the  site,  which  would  remain  in  its  existing 
condition  for  the  foreseeable  future.  The  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building,  which  has  already 
been  acquired  by  the  City,  would  not  be  demolished  by  the  City.  No  rezoning  would  occur  with  this 
alternative.  Under  this  alternative,  the  City  might  choose  to  sell  the  site,  or  might  put  forth  another 
proposal  for  reuse  of  the  existing  building  or  demolition  of  the  building  and  development  of  some  other 
use  on  the  site. 


IMPACTS 

Unless  the  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building  were  upgraded  to  accommodate  other  tenants  or 
demolished,  there  would  be  no  temporary  construction  impacts,  such  as  noise,  dust  and  construction 
traffic.  Unless  the  building  were  re-occupied,  this  alternative  would  not  result  in  any  new  travel  to  and 
from  the  site.  There  would  be  no  project-specific  effects  on  intersection  conditions,  transit  use,  parking, 
loading,  or  pedestrian  or  bicycle  traffic.  (These  impacts  all  would  be  less-than-significant,  with 
mitigation,  with  the  proposed  project.) 

This  alternative  would  not  result  in  any  of  the  less-than-significant  impacts  related  to  shadow  or  wind 
that  would  occur  with  the  proposed  project.  Unlike  the  proposed  project,  it  would  not  add  new  shadow 
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to  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the  Tenderloin  Community  School,  or  the  Federal  Building  plaza,  nor  would  it 
result  in  any  change  in  wind  speeds.  Also,  this  alternative  would  not  affect  views  from  Civic  Center 
Plaza.  Additionally,  with  this  alternative,  none  of  the  impacts  described  in  the  Initial  Study,  such  as  an 
incremental  increase  in  emissions  of  criteria  air  pollutants,  would  occur.  Other  less-than-significant 
effects  described  in  the  Initial  Study,  including  generation  of  noise  and  vibration  during  construction  and 
potential  discovery  of  subsurface  cultural  resources  during  excavation,  among  other  impacts,  would  not 
occur  with  this  alternative.  Conditions  in  the  immediate  future  would  be  reflective  of  conditions 
described  in  the  setting  sections  of  this  report. 

As  noted  in  the  Project  Description,  the  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building  sustained  damage  to  its  facade 
and  interior  in  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.  Therefore,  the  building  would  require  a  substantial 
amount  of  work  prior  to  reoccupancy  (see  Alternative  B),  and  it  is  possible  that  under  the  No  Project 
Alternative,  the  building  eventually  would  be  demolished.  Should  demolition  be  undertaken  by  a  project 
sponsor  other  than  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  office  use  would  be  a  likely  future  scenario  for 
the  site. 

The  No  Project  Alternative  would  be  environmentally  superior  to  the  project,  at  least  over  the  near  term, 
because  it  would  avoid  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  project,  including  less-than-significant  impacts 
such  as  new  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  on  the  Tenderloin  Community  School;  however,  as  noted 
in  Chapters  IV  and  V,  the  proposed  project  would  not  generate  any  significant  unavoidable 
environmental  effects  since  the  project  would  include  mitigation  measures  to  avoid  all  potentially 
significant  effects.  In  addition,  while  the  project  would  make  a  considerable  incremental  contribution  to 
a  cumulative  traffic  impact,  the  impact  could  be  mitigated. 

B.  ALTERNATIVE  B:  REHABILITATION  OF  EXISTING  BUILDING 

DESCRIPTION 

This  alternative  would  rehabilitate  and  reuse  the  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building  for  City 
offices.  No  on-site  parking  would  be  provided.  This  alternative  would  provide  an  office  building  of 
about  184,000  square  feet,  compared  to  215,000  to  255,500  square  feet  (excluding  parking)  with  the 
proposed  project.  As  stated  in  the  Project  Description,  the  existing  building  has  a  relatively  inefficient 
floor  plan  and  the  net  decrease  in  usable  space  under  this  alternative,  compared  to  the  project,  would  be 
between  about  31,000  and  71,500  square  feet,  with  a  greater  decrease  in  usable  office  space.  No 
rezoning  would  be  required  with  this  alternative,  unlike  the  proposed  project. 

In  a  1995  analysis  of  reuse  of  the  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building,  the  State  of  California 
Department  of  General  Services  determined  the  existing  building  would  have  to  undergo  required 
seismic  retrofit  and  full  hazardous  materials  abatement  and  would  need  to  be  renovated  for  long-term 
occupancy  (20+  years),  brought  up  to  code,  provided  with  tenant  improvements,  and  programmed  for 
office  space  at  current  state  (or  in  the  case  of  this  alternative,  City)  standards.  Included  in  this 
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rehabilitation  would  be:  soils  stabilization  for  seismic  retrofit;  seismic  bracing  systems;  asbestos 
removal  and  interior  demolition  work  preparatory  to  the  removal  of  asbestos;  rehabilitation  of  the  floors 
and  roof  structures,  and  replacement  of  roofing  material;  replacement  of  the  exterior  cladding  for 
maximizing  energy  efficiency;  installation  of  new  heating,  ventilation,  and  air  conditioning  systems; 
replacement  of  partitions,  core  finishes,  plumbing,  and  sprinklers;  and  associated  tenant  improvements.1 


IMPACTS 

This  alternative  would  entail  office  development  at  a  lesser  intensity  than  that  proposed  with  the  project. 
The  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building  contains  about  184,000  square  feet,  and  about 
136,000  square  feet  of  net  office  space,  about  15  to  30  percent  less  space  than  that  proposed  in  the  new 
City  Administrative  Building  (not  counting  parking  proposed  with  the  project),  and  even  more  of  a 
difference  in  usable  office  space.  Effects  related  to  the  intensity  of  development,  therefore,  such  as 
transportation  and  air  quality  impacts,  would  be  less  intensive  than  with  the  project.  However,  all  such 
impacts  of  the  project  would  be  less  than  significant.  Unlike  the  project,  and  because  it  would  include  no 
on-site  parking,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  to  a  significant  (mitigable)  cumulative  impact  on 
traffic  operations  at  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  /  Golden  Gate  Avenue  intersection.  This  alternative,  however, 
would  result  in  a  greater  on-site  parking  shortfall  -  up  to  about  330  spaces  (depending  on  the  level  of 
visitor  activity),  compared  to  up  to  about  290  spaces  with  the  proposed  project  (assuming  valet 
operations),  because,  while  parking  demand  would  be  less,  this  alternative  would  provide  no  on-site 
parking.  As  with  the  project,  this  shortfall  would  exceed  the  available  off-street  parking  supply  in  the 
vicinity. 

Effects  related  to  the  mass  of  the  proposed  City  Administrative  Building  would  not  occur  with  this 
alternative,  since  the  existing  building  would  be  reused.  Thus,  this  alternative  would  cast  no  additional 
shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the  Tenderloin  Community  School  or  the  Federal  Building  plaza,  nor 
would  it  result  in  the  project's  increase  in  the  duration  of  wind  hazard  exceedances  at  the  locations 
tested.  This  alternative  also  would  not  change  views  from  Civic  Center  Plaza.  It  would  arguably  result 
in  a  beneficial  impact,  compared  to  existing  conditions,  because  the  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
building  is  in  disrepair  and  this  alternative  would  improve  the  building's  exterior  appearance. 

Generation  of  noise  and  vibration  during  construction  and  rehabilitation  would  be  less  intensive  than 
with  the  proposed  project.  Other  construction-related  effects,  such  as  the  potential  discovery  of 
subsurface  cultural  resources  during  excavation,  would  not  occur  with  this  alternative. 


State  of  California,  Department  of  General  Services,  Office  of  Project  Development  and  Management,  and  San  Francisco 
State  Building  Authority.  State  of  California  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  Complex  EIR,  Final  Addendum  to  the  Draft  EIR. 
April  21,  1995,  p.  9. 
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C.  ALTERNATIVE  C:  PROJECT  WITH  NO  PARKING 


DESCRIPTION 

This  alternative  would  be  similar  to  the  project,  except  that  no  on-site  parking  would  be  provided. 
Instead  of  two  levels  of  parking  and  loading  below  the  grade  of  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  this  alternative 
would  include  50,000  square  feet  of  additional  program  space  on  the  two  subgrade  levels  (one  of  which 
would  be  at  grade  on  Redwood  Street,  as  with  the  proposed  project),  for  a  total  of  up  to  325,000  square 
feet.  Some  of  this  additional  space  could  be  used  for  City  offices,  while  other  space,  particularly  in  the 
basement  level,  might  be  used  for  telecommunications  equipment,  a  City  document  production 
(photocopying  and  printing)  shop,  and  other  uses  that  do  not  normally  require  natural  light. 


IMPACTS 

The  most  substantive  difference  in  impacts,  compared  to  those  with  the  proposed  project,  would  be 
related  to  the  fact  that  this  alternative  would  not  include  parking  on  site.  With  no  on-site  parking,  this 
alternative,  like  the  Rehabilitation  Alternative,  would  result  in  a  greater  on-site  parking  shortfall  -  up  to 
about  430  spaces  (perhaps  slightly  in  excess  of  450  spaces,  depending  on  programming  of  the  additional 
basement  space),  depending  on  the  level  of  visitor  activity,  compared  to  up  to  about  290  spaces  with  the 
proposed  project  (assuming  valet  operations).  As  with  the  project,  this  shortfall  would  exceed  the 
available  off-street  parking  supply  in  the  vicinity.  Unlike  the  project,  and  because  it  would  include  no 
on-site  parking,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  considerably  to  a  cumulative  traffic  impact  at  the 
intersection  of  Van  Ness  and  Golden  Gate  Avenues. 

Other  impacts  related  to  the  intensity  of  development  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project. 
With  increased  floor  area,  compared  to  the  proposed  project,  trip  generation  would  be  incrementally 
greater  than  that  of  the  project.  However,  at  least  some  of  the  additional  space  would  have  low  employee 
density,  as  it  would  not  be  used  as  office  space,  so  the  increase  in  traffic  and  transit  demand,  compared  to 
the  project,  would  likely  be  no  more  than  about  10  percent,  and  would  not  result  in  any  new  significant 
impacts. 

Effects  related  to  the  footprint  and  mass  of  the  building,  including  effects  on  shadow  and  wind  and 
construction-related  impacts,  would  be  the  same  as  those  of  the  proposed  project  (depending  on  the 
development  option  approved),  because  essentially  the  same  structure  would  be  built.  Other  less-than- 
significant  effects  described  in  the  Initial  Study,  including  the  potential  discovery  of  subsurface  cultural 
resources  during  excavation,  would  occur  similarly  with  this  alternative  as  with  the  project. 


Case  No.  1 997.478 E 


79 

ESA 960223 


525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  Project 


VI.  ALTERNATIVES 


D.  ALTERNATIVE  D:  HEIGHT  AND  BULK  LIMIT  COMPLIANCE 

DESCRIPTION 

Under  this  alternative,  a  new  City  Administrative  Building  would  be  constructed  on  the  project  site  but 
within  the  existing  height  and  bulk  limits  of  the  site,  which  is  within  a  130-E  Height  and  Bulk  District. 
Therefore,  unlike  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  not  require  rezoning. 

The  130-E  Height  and  Bulk  District  permits  a  maximum  building  height  of  130  feet.  Setbacks  are 
required  above  65  feet,  however,  so  that  the  maximum  permitted  horizontal  dimension  of  a  building 
above  that  height  is  1 10  feet,  and  the  maximum  permitted  diagonal  dimension  is  140  feet.  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  existing  vacant  building  at  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  is  not  in  compliance  with  the  bulk 
requirements  of  the  "E"  bulk  controls.15  For  purposes  of  analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  the  City 
Administrative  Building  constructed  under  this  alternative  would  be  a  five-story  building  covering  the 
entire  site,  with  an  additional  five-story  tower  at  the  southwestern  portion  of  the  project  site.  This 
alternative  would  contain  about  155,000  square  feet,  and  is  assumed  to  include  approximately  50  on-site 
parking  spaces  (about  70  spaces  with  valet  operations).  Assuming  construction  of  a  building  of 
maximum  feasible  usable  space,  this  alternative  could  provide  approximately  the  same  occupied  floor 
area  as  is  contained  in  the  existing  vacant  building  at  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  which  as  noted  has 
inefficient  floor  plans. 


IMPACTS 

Effects  related  to  the  intensity  of  development  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  Rehabilitation 
Alternative.  That  is,  these  impacts  would  be  less  intensive  than  with  the  project,  as  trip  generation  would 
be  30  to  40  percent  less  than  with  the  project.  Like  the  Rehabilitation  Alternative,  this  alternative  would 
result  in  less-than-significant  traffic  impacts.  Because  it  would  have  less  on-site  parking  than  would  the 
project,  this  alternative  would  not  contribute  considerably  to  a  significant  (mitigable)  cumulative  impact 
on  traffic  operations  at  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  /  Golden  Gate  Avenue  intersection.  Other  less-than- 
significant  "operational"  impacts  of  the  project,  such  as  those  related  to  air  quality,  would  also  be  less 
intensive  under  this  alternative  than  with  the  project.  This  alternative  would  result  in  parking  demand  of 
between  about  265  and  290  spaces,  depending  on  the  level  of  visitor  activity,  and  an  on-site  shortfall  of 
between  about  195  and  220  spaces  (assuming  valet  operations),  compared  to  up  to  about  290  spaces  with 
the  project  (assuming  valet  operations).  As  with  the  project,  this  shortfall  would  exceed  the  available 
off-street  parking  supply  in  the  vicinity. 

Effects  related  to  the  footprint  and  mass  of  the  building  would  be  different  than  those  of  the  project, 
because  the  City  Administrative  Building  constructed  under  this  alternative  would  have  a  street  wall  of 
65  feet,  half  or  less  of  the  project's  street  wall  height,  depending  on  the  development  option  approved, 


The  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building  was  constructed  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  current  Planning  Code  bulk  controls. 
Further,  as  a  State  of  California  office  building,  the  existing  building  would  not  have  been  subject  to  local  planning  controls. 
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and  about  30  feet  less  than  the  existing  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  building.  Because  of  its  five-story 
upper  tower,  this  alternative  would  cast  new  shadow  on  the  Tenderloin  Community  School  compared  to 
existing  conditions,  but  the  effect  would  be  less  than  that  of  the  proposed  project.  New  shadow  would 
occur  only  during  late  fall  and  early  winter  (approximately  November  through  January),  and  would  affect 
less  of  the  school  grounds,  for  a  shorter  duration  each  day,  than  would  the  project.  This  alternative 
would  cast  less  shadow  on  the  Federal  Building  plaza  than  would  the  project,  because  of  the  lower  street 
wall  height  and  the  fact  that  the  tower  would  be  set  back  from  the  corner  of  Golden  Gate  and  Polk. 

Wind  effects  of  this  alternative  would  also  be  different.  Because  the  Federal  Building  tends  to  control 
the  wind  environment  in  the  vicinity,  this  alternative  would  not  eliminate  existing  exceedances  of  the 
hazard  criterion.  However,  with  a  lower  street  wall  height  than  the  proposed  project  and  the  existing 
building  on  the  site,  this  alternative  would  result  in  some  incremental  decreases  in  wind  speeds  around 
the  base  of  the  new  building.  Generally,  however,  wind  effects  would  be  similar  to  those  of  project 
Option  B  (the  shorter,  12-story  project  option).  In  views  from  Civic  Center  Plaza,  this  alternative  would 
be  largely  obscured  by  the  new  Courthouse,  as  is  the  case  with  the  existing  building. 

Other  less-than-significant  effects  described  in  the  Initial  Study,  including  generation  of  noise  and 
vibration  during  construction  and  potential  discovery  of  subsurface  cultural  resources  during  excavation, 
among  other  impacts,  would  occur  in  a  similar  fashion  with  this  alternative  to  those  with  the  project. 

The  Height  and  Bulk  Limit  Compliance  Alternative  would  be  the  environmentally  superior  alternative 
because  it  would  result  in  incrementally  less  substantial  operational  impacts  on  traffic  and  air  quality 
than  would  the  project  (although  project  impacts  would  not  be  significant)  and  would  reduce  the 
proposed  project's  less-than-significant  impact  of  new  shadow  on  the  Tenderloin  Community  School. 
As  noted  in  Chapters  IV  and  V,  the  proposed  project  would  not  generate  any  significant  unavoidable 
environmental  effects  since  the  project  would  include  mitigation  measures  to  avoid  all  potentially 
significant  effects.  In  addition,  the  project  would  not  make  a  considerable  incremental  contribution  to 
cumulative  impacts  that  could  not  be  mitigated. 


E.  ALTERNATIVE  E:  OFF-SITE  ALTERNATIVE 


DESCRIPTION 

An  off-site  alternative  location  has  been  identified  within  the  Civic  Center,  on  the  opposite  side  of  City 
Hall  from  the  proposed  project  site.  The  off-site  alternative  would  be  constructed  at  the  corner  of  Hayes 
and  Polk  Streets,  across  Lech  Walesa  (Ivy)  Street  from  the  Department  of  Public  Health  building.  This 
alternative  would  be  nine  stories  tall  (about  120  feet)  and  would  decrease  to  seven  or  eight  stories  (91  to 
104  feet)  along  Lech  Walesa  (Ivy)  Street  to  minimize  the  shadow  cast  on  Civic  Center  Plaza.  It  would 
occupy  the  eastern  portion  of  the  half-block  between  Lech  Walesa  and  Hayes  Streets,  essentially  in 
mirror  image,  relative  to  City  Hall,  to  the  project  site.  Because  it  would  be  shorter  than  either  of  the 
project  options,  this  alternative  would  occupy  a  larger  footprint,  extending  about  275  feet  west  of  Polk 
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Street,  compared  to  about  180  feet  for  the  proposed  project.  The  alternative  site's  height  and  shadow 
constraints  would  limit  the  size  of  the  building  to  approximately  267,000  square  feet  of  gross  floor  area, 
similar  to  Option  B  of  the  proposed  project.  As  with  the  project,  on-site  parking  would  be  provided,  with 
the  number  of  spaces  to  be  a  function  of  the  footprint.  Assuming  two  levels  of  parking,  this  alternative 
could  provide  about  150  spaces  (about  210  spaces  with  valet  operations).  As  with  the  project,  a  parking 
variance  would  be  required.  This  alternative  would  require  that  the  City  acquire  and  demolish  the 
existing  California  State  Automobile  Association  diagnostic  clinic  and  parking  garage  building  on  Hayes 
Street.  No  rezoning  or  General  Plan  amendment  for  height  would  be  required,  as  this  site  is  within  a 
120-X  Height  and  Bulk  District  (120-foot  height  limit,  no  bulk  limit). 

IMPACTS 

Effects  related  to  the  intensity  of  development  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project.  Trip  generation 
would  be  essentially  the  same  as  with  Option  B  of  the  project,  but  the  changed  location  would  result  in 
traffic  effects  being  focused  on  different  intersections.  Less-than-significant  "operational"  impacts  of 
the  project,  such  as  those  related  to  air  quality,  would  essentially  be  the  same  under  this  alternative  to 
those  with  the  project.  This  alternative  would  result  in  the  same  parking  demand  as  that  of  the  project, 
but  less  of  an  on-site  shortfall  -  up  to  about  220  spaces,  compared  to  up  to  about  295  spaces  with  the 
project,  because  of  the  greater  on-site  parking  supply.  As  with  the  project,  this  shortfall  would  exceed 
the  available  off-street  parking  supply  in  the  vicinity. 

Effects  related  to  the  footprint  and  mass  of  the  building  would  be  different  than  those  of  the  project, 
because  of  the  different  location.  As  with  the  project  options,  this  alternative  would  cast  shadow  on 
Civic  Center  Plaza,  but  not  in  excess  of  the  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit;  shadow  from  this  alternative 
would  occur  at  the  southern  portion  of  the  plaza,  near  the  center  of  the  block  between  Polk  and  Larkin 
Streets,  and  only  in  late  fall  and  early  winter.  This  alternative  would  not  cast  shadow  on  the  Tenderloin 
Community  School.  Wind  effects  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  two  project  options,  in  that  the 
alternative  site,  like  the  project  site,  is  in  a  windy  area,  where  ground-level  winds  are  and  will  continue  to 
be  dominated  by  other,  taller  buildings,  including  Fox  Plaza  at  Polk  and  Market  Streets  and  the  CSAA 
tower  at  Fell  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue.  The  off-site  alternative  would  result  in  some  increases,  and 
possibly  some  decreases,  in  ground-level  winds,  particular  around  the  site  itself,  but  would  not  eliminate 
existing  exceedances  of  the  wind  hazard  criterion. 

Other  less-than-significant  effects  described  in  the  Initial  Study,  including  generation  of  noise  and 
vibration  during  construction  and  potential  discovery  of  subsurface  cultural  resources  during  excavation, 
among  other  impacts,  would  occur  in  a  similar  fashion  with  this  alternative  to  those  with  the  project. 

According  to  the  project  sponsor,  the  cost  of  this  alternative  would  be  substantially  greater  than  that  of 
the  proposed  project  due  to  site  acquisition  costs. 
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CHAPTER  VII 


DEIR  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


LIST  OF  THOSE  TO  RECEIVE  MAILED  COPIES  OF  DRAFT  EIR 


FEDERAL  AND  STATE 
AGENCIES 

David  W.  Look,  AIA 
National  Park  Service 
600  Harrison  Street,  Suite  600 
San  Francisco,  C A  94107-1372 

Department  of  General  Services 
Office  of  Project  Devel.  &  Mgmt. 
400  R  Street,  Suite  5100 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Governor's  Ofc.  of  Plan'g  &  Research 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation 
P.O.  Box  942896 
Sacramento,  CA  94296-0001 
Attn.:  Carol  Roland 

Northwest  Information  Center 
California  Archaeological  Inventory 
Department  of  Anthropology 
Sonoma  State  University 
Rohnert  Park,  CA  94928 
Attn:  Leigh  Jordan 

California  Department  of  Transportation 
Ofc.  of  Transportation  Planning  -  B 
P.O.  Box  23660 
Oakland,  CA  94623-0660 
Attn:  Nandini  Shridhar 

REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
P.O.  Box  2050 
Oakland,  CA  94604-2050 
Attn:  Suzan  Ryder 


Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
101  8th  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607 
Attn:  Jean  Pedersen 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
San  Francisco  Bay  Region 
1515  Clay  St.,  Suite  1400 
Oakland,  CA  94612 
Attn:  Judy  Huang 

Metropolitan  Transp.  Commission 
101  8th  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607 
Attn:  Craig  Goldblatt 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Mgmt.  District 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn:  Joseph  Steinberger 

Kenneth  Scheidig 
General  Counsel's  Office 
AC  Transit 
1600  Franklin  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94612 

BART 

Planning  Division 
800  Madison  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF 
SAN  FRANCISCO 

Department  of  Building  Inspection 
1660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Frank  Chiu,  Director 

Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Devel. 


25  Van  Ness  Ave.,  Suite  700 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94102 

Marcia  Rosen,  Director 
Mayor's  Office  of  Housing 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Bd. 
1660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Andrea  Green,  Secretary 

Daniel  Reidy,  President 

Tim  Kelley,  Vice  President 

Ina  Dearnian 

Paul  Finwall 

Nancy  Ho-Belli 

Jeremy  Kotas 

Donna  Levitt 

Penney  Magrane 

Suheil  Shatara 

Maria  Ayerdi 

Mayor  Office  of  Economic  Devel. 
City  Hall,  Room  448 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 
Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power 
1 155  Market  Street,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  John  Deakin,  Director 

Public  Utilities  Commission 

1155  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Anson  B.  Moran,  General  Mgr. 
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Recreation  &  Park  Department 
McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park 
Fell  and  Stanyan  Streets 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 17 
Attn:  Deborah  Learner 

Police  Department 
Planning  Division,  Hall  of  Justice 
850  Bryant  Street,  Room  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Capt.  Timothy  Hettrich 

San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Comm. 
425  Mason  Street,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Bruce  Bernhard 

San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 
1660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:    Linda  Avery,  Secretary 

Anita  Theoharis,  President 

Beverly  Mills,  Vice  President 

Roslyn  Baltimore 

Hector  Chinchilla 

William  Fay 

Cynthia  Joe 

Jim  Salinas,  Jr. 

San  Francisco  Dep't.  of  Public  Works 
Bureau  of  Street  Use  and  Mapping 
875  Stevenson  Street,  Room  465 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn.:  Barbara  Moy 

San  Francisco  Dep't.  of  Pkg.  &  Traffic 
Traffic  Engineering  Division 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue 
•  San  Francisco,  C A  94102 
Attn:  BondYee 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 

Division  of  Planning  &  Research 

698  Second  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Attn:  Lorrie  Kalos,  Asst.  Deputy  Chief 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
MUNI  Planning  Division 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
Attn:  Peter  Straus 

San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Department 


25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  4th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Anthony  Delucchi,  Dir.  of  Property 

Water  Department 
Distribution  Division 
1990  Newcomb  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
Attn:  Joe  Pelayo,  Sr.  Engineer 

William  Carney 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

LIBRARIES 

Document  Library  (Three  Copies) 
City  Library  -  Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Kate  Wingerson 

Stanford  University  Libraries 
Jonsson  Library  of  Gov't.  Documents 
State  &  Local  Documents  Division 
Stanford,  CA  94305 

Government  Publications  Department 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1630  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law  -  Library 

200  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4978 

Institute  of  Government  Studies 
109  Moses  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

GROUPS  &  INDIVIDUALS 

Jane  Huey,  Principal 
Tenderloin  Elementary  School 
627  Turk  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Albert  Beck 
Eco/Plan  International 
3028  Esplanade  Street,  Suite  A 
Chico,  CA  95973-4924 

San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage 


2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Chas.  E.  Chase,  Exec.  Dir. 

Gerry  Katz 

Greenwood  Press,  Inc. 

P.O.  Box  5007 

Westport,  Conn  06881-9900 

Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Esq. 
30  Blackstone  Court 
San  Francisco,  CA  94123 

Sue  C.  Hestor 

Attorney-at-Law 

870  Market  Street,  Room  1 128 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

James  Reuben  /  Andrew  Junius 
Reuben  &  Alter 
235  Pine  Street,  16th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 
362  Ewing  Terrace 
San  Francisco,  C A  94118 

S.F.  Planning  &  Urban  Research  Ass'n. 

312  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Attn.:  James  Chappell,  Exec.  Director 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 

41  Sutter  Street,  Suite  709 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Attn:  Dee  Dee  Workman,  Exec.  Dir. 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
41  Sutter  Street,  Suite  1579 
San  Francisco,  C A  94104-4903 
Attn:  Tony  Kilroy 

Joel  Ventresca 

1278  44th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  C A  94122 

Ed  Michael 

1001  Franklin  Street,  #20E 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109-6840 

Jim  Haas 
Civic  Pride 

World  Trade  Center,  Room  289 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
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Nancy  Taylor 

Baker  &  McKenzie 

Two  Embarcadero  Center,  25th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Philip  Fukuda 

TRI  Commercial 

1  California  Street,  Suite  1200 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

During  Associates 

120  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  2290 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

EIP  Associates 

601  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Environmental  Science  Associates 

225  Bush  St.,  Suite  1700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-4207 

Nichols-Berman 
142  Minna  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Louise  Nichols 

Sally  Maxwell 
Maxwell  &  Associates 
1522  Grand  View  Drive 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 

Ron  Foster 

Wilbur  Smith  Associates 

1 145  Market  Street,  10th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Chi-Hsin  Shao 
CHS  Consulting  Group 
153  Kearny  Street,  Suite  209 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Paul  Menaker 

Korve  Engineering 

155  Grand  Avenue,  Suite  400 

Oakland,  CA  94612 

Brother  Kelly  Cullen 
Executive  Director 

Tenderloin  Neighborh'd  Devel.  Council 
201  Eddy  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94102-3324 

Randy  Shaw 
Director 

Tenderloin  Housing  Clinic 

126  Hyde  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94012 


Winchell  Hayward 
208  Willard  North 
San  Francis  co,  C A  94118 

Ctr.  for  SE  Asian  Refugee  Resettlement 
875  O'Farrell  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Vu-Duc  Vuong 

Keith  Werner 
St.  Anthony's  Foundation 
121  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Downtown  Association 

582  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

George  W.  Friou,  Exec.  Director 
North  of  Market  Senior  Services 
333  Turk  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94012 

North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition 

295  Eddy  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Allman  Richard,  Exec.  Director 

Sierra  Club 

85  Second  Street,  2nd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

August  Murphy 
Mid-Market/U.N.  Plaza  Assoc. 
83  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Marvin  Warren,  President 
Polk  District  Merchants 
P.O.  Box  640134 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109-0134 

California  State  Automobile  Assn. 
150  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn.:  Property  Management 

Skidmore,  Owings  &  Merrill 
333  Bush  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  John  Kriken 

Rod  Freebarin-Smith 
Freebairn-Smith  &  Crane 
442  Post  Street,  6th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Jeffrey  Heller 


Heller  Manus  Architects 
221  Main  Street,  Suite  940 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Michael  Levin 
834-29th  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94121 

MEDIA 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 
925  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  San  Francisco  Desk 

San  Francisco  Examiner 
P.O.  Box  7260 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 
Attn:  Gerald  Adams 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
520  Hampshire  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA94110 
Attn:  Gabe  Roth,  City  Editor 

SF  Weekly 

185  Berry  Street,  Suite  3800 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

San  Francisco  Independent 
1201  Evans  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
Attn.:  City  Desk 

The  Sun  Reporter 

1791  Bancroft  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2644 

San  Francisco  Business  Times 
275  Battery  Street,  Suite  940 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Tim  Turner 

Tenderloin  Times 
146  Leavenworth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Rob  Waters 

Associated  Press 
1390  Market  Street.  Suite  318 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Bill  Shiffman 

Leland  S.  Meyerzone 

KPOO  -  FM 

P.O.  Box  6149 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101 
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NEIGHBORING 
PROPERTY  OWNERS 

763/002 

Golden  Gate-Polk  Polk  Property 
507  Polk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3344 
0764/023 

U.S.  General  Services  Administration 

Real  Property  Division 

630  Sansome  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

0765/003;  0766/001 
California  Dep't.  of  General  Services 
Buildings  and  Property  Management 
455  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  Suite  2600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

0763/005 

Tenny  Tsai-Eng  et.  al. 

2 1 52  Garden  Terrace 

Mountain  View,  CA  94040-3815 

0763-016 

American  L&L  Education  Inc. 
1448  Pine  Street,  Suite  201 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109-4773 

0766/010 

Julie  F.  Randick  Trust 
113  Bonnie  Brook  Dr. 
Napa,  CA  94558-1209 
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LIST  OF  THOSE  TO  RECEIVE  MAILED  NOTICES  OF  AVAILABILITY 


GROUPS  &  INDIVIDUALS 

AIA  -  San  Francisco  Chapter 
130  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Bob  Jacobvitz 

Richard  Mayer 

Artists  Equity  Assn. 

27  Fifth  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

John  Bardis 

Sunset  Action  Committee 
1501  Lincoln  Way,  #503 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Bruce  White 

3207  Shelter  Cove  Avenue 
Davis,  CA  95616 

Bay  Area  Council 

200  Pine  Street,  Suite  300 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-2702 

Michael  Dyett 

Dyett  &  Bhatia 

70  Zoe  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Peter  Bosselman 

Environmental  Simulation  Laboratory 
1 19  Wurster  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

Georgia  Brittan 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 

460  Duncan  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  9413 1 

Brobeck,  Phleger,  Harrison 
One  Market  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94105 
Attn:  Susan  R.  Diamond 

Cahill  Contractors,  Inc. 
425  California  Street,  Suite  2300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Jay  Cahill 

Chinatown  Resource  Center 

1525  Grant  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Chicago  Title 
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388  Market  Street,  13th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Carol  Lester 

Chickering  &  Gregory 
615  Battery  Street,  6th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Ken  Soule 

David  Cincotta 

1388  Sutter  Street,  Suite  900 

San  Francisco,  Ca  94102 

Coalition  for  San  Francisco 

Neighborhoods 

P.O.  Box  42-5882 

San  Francisco,  CA  94142  -  5882 

Coldwell  Banker-Finance  Department 

1699  Van  Ness  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn:  Doug  Longyear,  Tony  Blaczek 

Cushman  &  Wakefield  of  California 

Bank  of  America  Center 

555  California  Street,  Suite  2700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Attn:  W.  Stiefvater,  L.  Farrell 

Damon  Raike  &  Co. 
100  Pine  Street,  Suite  1800 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Frank  Fudem 

Yerba  Buena  Consortium 
109  Minna  Street,  Ste.  575 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  John  Elberling 

Downtown  Association 
5  Third  Street,  Suite  520 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Carolyn  Dee 

Farella,  Braun  &  Martel 
235  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Mary  Murphy 

Larry  Mansbach 

44  Montgomery  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Gcnsler  and  Associates 
550  Kearny  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Peter  Gordon 
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Gladstone  &  Vettel,  Attorneys  at  Law 
177  Post  Street,  Penthouse 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:  Steven  L  Vettel 

Goldfarb  &  Lipman 
One  Montgomery  Street 
West  Tower,  23rd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Paula  Crow 

Gruen,  Gruen  &  Associates 

564  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Valerie  Hersey 
Munsell  Brown 
950  Battery 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

The  Jefferson  Company 
3652  Sacramento  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA94118 

Jones  Lang  Wootton 
7 1 0  One  Embarcadero  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Sheryl  Bratton 

Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz 
222  Vallejo  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Jan  Vargo 

Legal  Assistance  to  the  Elderly 
Brent  Kato 

1453  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  C A  94103 

Milton  Meyer  &  Co. 
One  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  James  C.  DeVoy 

Cliff  Miller 

970  Chestnut  Street,  #3 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Robert  Meyers  Associates 

120  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  2290 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Morrison  &  Foerster 

345  California  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Attn:  Jacob  Herber 
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National  Lawyers  Guild 
558  Capp  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Attn:  Regina  Sneed 

Pacific  Exchange 

301  Pine  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Attn:  Dale  Carleson 

Page  &  Turnbull 

724  Pine  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Patri-Merker  Architects 
400  Second  Street,  Suite  400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 
Attn:  Marie  Zeller 

Pillsbury,  Madison  &  Sutro 
P.O.  Box  7880 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 
Attn:  Marilyn  L.  Siems 

Planning  Analysis  &  Development 
50  Francisco  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94133 
Attn:  Gloria  Root 

Dennis  Purcell 

Coblentz,  Patch,  Duffy  &  Bass 
222  Kearny  Street,  7th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94108 

Ramsay/Bass  Interest 
3756  Grant  Avenue,  Suite  301 
Oakland,  CA  94610 
Attn:  Peter  Bass 

David  P.  Rhoades  &  Associates 

364  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-2805 

Herb  Lembcke,  FAIA 
Rockefeller  &  Assoc.  Realty  L.P. 
Four  Embarcadero,  Suite  2600 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1-5994 

Rothschild  &  Associates 
244  California  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Thomas  N.  Foster 

S.F.  Bldg.  &  Constr.  Trades  Council 
2660  Newhall  Street,  #116 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2527 
Attn:  Stanley  Smith 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
465  California  Street 


San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

San  Francisco  Conv.  &  Visitors  Bureau 

201  -  3rd  Street,  Suite  900 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  John  Marks,  Exec.  Director 

San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
1 188  Franklin  Street,  #203 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Walter  Johnson 

John  Sanger,  Esq. 

1  Embarcadero  Center,  12th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Sierra  Club 

85  Second  Street,  2nd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105-3441 

Sedway  Group 

3  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  1150 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Shartsis  Freise  &  Ginsburg 
One  Maritime  Plaza,  18th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Dave  Kremer 

Solem  &  Associates 
545  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Olive  Lewis 

Square  One  Film  &  Video 

725  Filbert  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Steefel,  Levitt  &  Weiss 
199  -  1st  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Robert  S.  Tandler 

Sustainable  San  Francisco 

P.O.  Box  460236 

San  Francisco,  CA  94146 

Tenants  &  Owners  Development  Corp. 

230  -  Fourth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  John  Elberling 

Jerry  Tone 

Montgomery  Capital  Corp. 

244  California  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

UCSF  Capital  Planning  Department 

145  Irving  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 


Attn:  Bob  Rhine 

Jon  Twichell  Associates 
70  Hermosa  Ave. 
Oakland,  CA  94618 

Stephen  Weicker 
899  Pine  Street,  #1610 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Calvin  Welch 

Council  of  Community  Housing 

Organizations 

409  Clayton  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 17 

Feldman,  Waldman  &  Kline 
3  Embarcadero  Center,  28th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Howard  Wexler 

Eunice  Willette 
1323  Gilman  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Bethea  Wilson  &  Associates 
Art  In  Architecture 
2028  Scott,  Suite  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 15 

NEIGHBORING 
PROPERTY  OWNERS  AND 
OCCUPANTS 

763/002 
Occupant 

507  Polk  Street,  Mezz.;  2nd  FL;  #310; 

320; 330;  350 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

763/002 

Occupant 

505  Polk  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

763/002 
Occupant 

500  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

763/005 
Occupant 

536  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

763/005 
Occupant 

544  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  #1,  2.  3,  4 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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763/016 
Occupant 

530  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

763/016 
Occupant 

530A  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

766/002,  003 

San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Department 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102-6033 

Occupant 

555  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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SECTION  A  

INTRODUCTION 

This  document  contains  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (Draft 
EIR,  or  DEIR)  prepared  for  the  proposed  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  Project,  and  responses  to  those 
comments.  Also  included  in  this  document  are  staff-initiated  text  changes. 

Following  this  introduction,  Section  B  contains  a  list  of  all  persons  and  organizations  who  submitted 
written  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  and  who  testified  at  the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR  held  on 
October  26,  2000. 

Sections  C  and  D  contain  the  comments  and  responses.  Comments  are  grouped  by  commenter  to  allow 
commenters  to  easily  find  the  responses  to  their  comment(s).  As  the  subject  matter  of  one  comment  may 
overlap  that  of  others,  the  reader  may  be  referred  to  a  prior  response. 

Section  C  contains  comment  letters  received  during  the  public  review  period  from  September  23  to 
November  7,  2000,  and  the  responses  to  each  comment.  Each  substantive  comment  on  the  EIR  is  labeled 
with  a  number  in  the  margin  and  the  response  to  each  comment  is  presented  immediately  after  the  letter 
containing  that  comment. 

Section  D  contains  transcribed  comments  made  at  the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR  and  the  responses 
to  each  of  those  comments.  Each  substantive  comment  on  the  EIR  is  similarly  labeled  with  a  number  in 
the  margin,  and  the  responses  to  each  set  of  comments  follow  those  comments. 

Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues,  but  responses  are  included  to  provide 
additional  information  for  use  by  decision  makers. 

Section  E  contains  text  changes  to  the  Draft  EIR  made  by  the  EIR  preparers  subsequent  to  publication  of 
the  Draft  EIR  to  correct  or  clarify  information  presented  in  the  DEIR. 

These  comments  and  responses  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR  as  a  new  chapter.  Text  changes 
resulting  from  comments  and  responses  will  also  be  incorporated  in  the  Final  EIR,  as  indicated  in  the 
responses. 
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SECTION  B 


LIST  OF  PERSONS  COMMENTING 

Written  Comments 

State  Agencies 

Kathleen  Thorne,  California  Historical  Resources  Information  System,  letter,  October  4,  2000 
Harry  Yahata,  District  Director,  California  Department  of  Transportation,  letter,  October  25,  2000 
Local  Agency 

Jane  Huey,  Principal,  Tenderloin  Community  School,  letter,  October  26,  2000 

Natalie  Berg,  Garden  Educator,  Tenderloin  Community  School,  letter,  November  7,  2000 

Organizations  and  Individuals 

Midge  Wilson,  Executive  Director,  Bay  Area  Women's  and  Children's  Center,  letter,  October  25,  2000 
Graham  Dobson,  Administrative  Coordinator,  Compass  Community  Services,  letter,  November  1,  2000 
Jacky  Spencer-Davies,  Tenderloin  Family  Center,  letter,  October  25,  2000 

Kelly  Cullen,  OFM,  Executive  Director,  Tenderloin  Neighborhood  Development  Corporation,  letter, 
undated 

Sue  C.  Hestor,  Attorney  at  Law,  letter,  September  23,  2000 
Christopher  Mohr 

Other  letters  from  faculty,  parents,  students,  and  community  members  of  the  Tenderloin  Community 
School 

Public  Hearing  Comments,  October  26,  2000 

Michael  Levin 
James  Haas 
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SECTION  C  

WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

This  chapter  includes  copies  of  the  comment  letters  received  during  the  public  review  period  on  the  Draft 
EIR  and  responses  to  those  comments.  Each  substantive  comment  on  the  Draft  EIR  is  labeled  with  a 
number  in  the  margin  and  the  response  to  each  comment  is  presented  immediately  after  the  letter 
containing  that  comment.  Where  responses  have  resulted  in  changes  to  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR,  these 
changes  will  also  appear  in  the  Final  EIR. 
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RECEIVED 


OCT  1  1  2000 


PLANNING  DEFT 


RE:  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  Project  (Case  No.  97.478E) 
Dear  Ms.  Gitelman; 

This  office  concurs  with  the  statement  made  on  page  9  (G.l)  under  the  heading  Cultural 
Resources  stating  the  project  sponsor  would  retain  an  historical  archaeologist,  who  would  be 
present  during  site  excavation  and  would  record  observations  in  a  permanent  log. 

Thank  you  for  your  continued  concern  for  protecting  our  historical  heritage. 


Sincerely, 


Kathleen  Thome,  for 
Leigh  Jordan 
Coordinator 
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Vin.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


C.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


LETTER  A  -  CALIFORNIA  HISTORICAL  RESOURCES  INFORMATION  SYSTEM 

A-l)     The  comment  indicates  that  the  commenter  is  satisfied  with  the  Draft  EIR;  no  response  is 
required. 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  •  BUSINESS.  TRANSPORTATION  AND  HOUSING  AfiFNCV 


GRAY  DAVIS.  Governor 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


P  O  BOX  23660 
OAKLAND,  CA  94623-0660 
Tel:  (510)286-4444 
Fax  (510)286-5513 
TDD  (510)  286-4454 


October  25, 2000 


SF-101-5.26 
SM101118 


Mr.  Bill  Wycko 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Dear  Mr.  Wycko: 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  for  the  City  Administration  Building  ut  525 
Golden  Gate  Avenue;  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

Thank  you  for  including  the  California  Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans)  in  the 
environmental  review  process  for  the  above  referenced  project.  We  have  examined  the    E>-~  | 
DEIR  and  are  satisfied  with  the  document. 

Should  you  require  further  information  or  have  any  questions  regarding  this  letter, 
please  call  Nandini  N.  Shridhar,  AICP,  of  my  staff  at  (510)  622-1642. 

Sincerely, 


HARRY  Y.YAHATA 
District  Director 

u 

JEAN  C.  R.  FINNEY 
District  Branch  Chief 
IGR/CEQA 

c:  Ms.  Katie  Schulte  (State  Clearinghouse) 
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 Vin.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

C.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

LETTER  C  -  CALIFORNIA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

B-l)     The  comment  indicates  that  the  commenter  is  satisfied  with  the  Draft  EIR;  no  response  is 
required. 
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SI  USD 


Tenderloin  Community  School  627  Turk  Si.  San  Francisco,  CA.  94102  415-749-3567 


Oct  26,  2OO0 

Hillery  Gitelman,  Environmental  Review  Ofcr. 
S.F.  Planning  Department 
1660  Mission  Street 
SF.  CA>  94102 

Dear  Ms.  Gitelman, 


As  the  principal  of  the  Tenderloin  Community  School,  I  am  writing  to  express  my 
strong  opposition  to  two  of  the  options  proposed  for  the  525  Golden  Gate  Ave.  City 
Administration  Building. 

I  am  not  in  support  of  Alternative  C  or  Alternative  D.  I  am  in  support  of 
Alternative  B,  the  Rehabilitation  of  the  Existing  Building.  I  would  also  support  that  the 
City  would  consider  other  possible  sights  for  administrative  space  other  than  525  Golden 
Gate  Ave. 


I  have  looked  at  your  report  regarding  building  a  taller  building  on  this  site. 
Despite  saying  there  would  be  little  effect  regarding  shadow,  the  amount  of  shadow  that 
would  occur  will  affect  our  school.  Besides  students  not  getting  enough  open  space, 
depriving  them  of  what  sunlight  that  they  do  get  at  our  school  is  not  beneficial  to  their 
mental  and  physical  well-being.  We  know  that  the  amount  of  sunlight  or  lack  of  it  can 
affect  one's  mental  state.  Please  do  not  take  our  sunlight  away. 

We  are  also  concerned  about  the  wind  effect  around  our  building.  With  a  taller 
building,  I  know  there  will  be  more  wind  around  our  school.  Please  reconsider  building  a 
taller  building  at  this  site.  I  and  mv  staff  will  not  support  the  building  of  a  taller  building 
at  525  Golden  Gate  Ave. 

I  would  welcome  an  opportunity  to  meet  with  you  to  talk  further  about  our 
school's  position  regarding  525  Golden  Gate  Ave.  Our  school  number  is  749-3567. 


Sincerely, 


Jane  Huey,  Principal 


an  equal  opportunity  employer 

1992  300  Rm.  9-93 

 Tn-rr-d     n  n—i 
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VIII.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


C.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


LETTER  C  -  JANE  HUEY,  TENDERLOIN  COMMUNITY  SCHOOL 

C-l)     The  commenter's  opposition  to  Alternatives  C1  and  D  is  noted,  and  will  be  considered  by  the 
Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  in  consideration  of  the  proposed  rezoning,  as 
well  other  City  decision-makers.  Regarding  alternative  sites,  Alternative  E,  described  in  the  EIR 
beginning  on  p.  81,  would  construct  a  new  city  office  building  at  the  corner  of  Hayes  and  Polk 
Streets,  four  blocks  south  of  the  proposed  project. 

C-2)     Certain  public  open  spaces  are  protected  under  Planning  Code  Section  295,  the  Sunlight  Ordinance. 
Shadow  on  these  public  open  spaces,  in  excess  of  established  standards,  is  considered  a  significant 
environmental  effect.  As  stated  on  p.  57  of  the  EIR,  open  spaces  at  schools  are  not  subject  to 
Planning  Code  Section  295.  However,  the  commenter's  views  and  information  provided  in  the  EIR 
regarding  shadow  effects  of  the  project  will  be  taken  into  account  during  consideration  of  project 
approval  actions. 

As  stated  on  EIR  p.  57,  both  project  options  (Option  A,  a  new  14-story  building  and  Option  B,  a 
new  12-story  building)  would  cast  new  shadow  on  portions  of  the  Tenderloin  Community  School 
during  the  early  morning  hours  from  about  October  through  February.  As  discussed  in  the  EIR, 
new  shadow  would  fall  on  the  school's  rooftop  and  ground-level  play  yards,  which  are  identified 
in  EIR  Figures  16  through  21,  pp.  59-61  and  pp.  62-64.  The  shorter  Option  B  would  add  new 
shadow  to  parts  of  ground-level  play  yards  and  the  western  rooftop  play  area  (on  Van  Ness 
Avenue),  while  the  taller  Option  A  would  also  add  new  shadow  to  portions  of  the  eastern  rooftop 
play  area  (on  Turk  Street). 

In  addition  to  the  play  areas,  both  project  options  would  also  add  new  shadow  to  an  area  of  the 
school  known  as  the  "Learning  Garden,"  where  students  gain  hands-on  experience  with  plants 
and  animals  (see  Comment  Letter  D  on  p.  C&R.  26).  This  garden  is  also  located  on  the  school 
roof,  but  is  atop  a  two-story  portion  of  the  building  that  houses  the  school  library,  whereas  the 
two  rooftop  play  areas  are  one  story  higher.  To  further  evaluate  project  effects  on  the  garden, 
additional  shadow  simulations  were  prepared,  and  are  presented  in  Figures  C&R-l  through 
C&R-6  on  pp.  C&R.  10  -  C&R.  15.  These  new  figures  show  project  shadow  effects  at  8:30  a.m., 
9:30  a.m.,  and  10:30  a.m.  on  December  21,  the  day  of  the  year  when  shadows  are  longest 
because  the  sun  is  lowest  on  the  horizon.2  Figures  C&R-l,  C&R-3,  and  C&R-5  depict  shadows 
that  would  result  from  the  taller  Option  A.  Figures  C&R-2,  C&R-4,  and  C&R-6  refer  to  the 
shorter  Option  B.  These  figures  supplement  Figures  16  through  21  in  the  EIR.  Note  that 


Note  that  Alternative  C  is  incorrectly  labeled  in  the  Draft  EIR  Table  of  Contents.  Please  see  Section  E  of  this  document, 
p.  C&R.48,  for  a  correction. 

The  Tenderloin  Community  School  begins  its  two-week  holiday  break  in  mid-  to  late  December  each  year,  so  that  school 
may  or  may  not  be  in  session  on  December  21. 


Case  No.  1997.478E 


C&R.9 

ESA 960223 


525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  Project 


C&R.10 


C&R.11 


C&R.12 


C&R.13 


C&R.14 


C&R.15 


VIII.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


C.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


revised  versions  of  Figures  16  and  17  (now  16a,  16b,  17a,  and  17b,  consistent  with  the  format  in 
Figures  C&R-l  through  C&R-6),  with  shadows  on  the  garden  corrected,  appear  in  this  document 
on  pp.  C&R.17  through  C&R.20.3  In  addition  to  the  figures,  project  shadow  impacts  are 
summarized  in  Tables  C&R-l  through  C&R.4,  pp.  C&R.21  -  C&R.22,  which  use  symbols  to 
indicate  the  times  throughout  the  year  when  the  two  project  options  would  create  new  shadow  on 
the  four  outdoor  areas  of  the  Tenderloin  Community  School  -  the  Learning  Garden,  West 
Rooftop  Play  Area,  East  Rooftop  Play  Area,  and  Ground-Level  Play  Yards.  Note  that  the  school 
is  not  in  session  during  the  period  generally  from  early  June  through  late  August,  and  also  has  a 
two- week  holiday  break  from  shortly  before  Christmas  to  shortly  after  New  Year's  Day  and  a 
one-week  break  around  Easter. 

As  indicated  in  Figures  C&R-l  through  C&R-6,  the  Learning  Garden  faces  Elm  Street  and  is 
between  the  school's  two  ground-level  play  yards.  At  8:30  a.m.  on  December  21,  the  garden  is 
currently  in  full  shadow,  mostly  from  the  new  Hiram  W.  Johnson  State  Office  Building  at  455 
Golden  Gate  Avenue,  across  Polk  Street  from  the  project  site  and  also  from  the  existing  building 
on  the  project  site  (see  Figures  C&R-l  and  C&R-2).  At  9:00  a.m.,  more  than  half  of  the  garden 
is  in  sunlight  under  existing  conditions,  and  both  project  options  would  fully  shade  the  part  of  the 
garden  currently  in  sun  (see  revised  Figures  16a  and  16b,  pp.  C&R.17  and  C&R.18).  By 
9:30  a.m.,  the  garden  is  in  full  sunlight  under  existing  conditions.  The  taller  Option  A  would  cast 
new  shadow  on  the  entire  garden  (see  Figure  C&R-3),  and  would  continue  to  fully  shade  the 
garden  until  shortly  after  10:00  a.m.  (see  revised  Figures  17a  and  17b,  pp.  C&R.19  and  C&R.20). 
New  shadow  from  Option  A  would  cover  slightly  more  than  half  the  garden  at  10:30  a.m.  (see 
Figure  C&R-5),  while  there  would  be  no  new  shadow  on  the  garden  from  shortly  after  1 1:00  a.m. 
onward.  The  shorter  Option  B  would  newly  shade  about  two-thirds  of  the  garden  at  9:30  a.m. 
(see  Figure  C&R-4),  but  there  would  be  no  new  shadow  on  the  garden  due  to  Option  B  from 
shortly  after  10:00  a.m.  (see  revised  Figure  17b,  p.  C&R.20,  and  Figure  C&R-6). 

Currently,  the  Learning  Garden  remains  mostly  in  sunlight  until  shortly  after  4:00  p.m.  on 
December  21,  and  the  project  would  not  affect  afternoon  sun.  Therefore,  the  taller  Option  A 
would  eliminate  slightly  more  than  two  hours  of  an  existing  approximately  seven  hours  of 
sunlight,  while  the  shorter  Option  B  would  eliminate  sunlight  for  about  half  as  long. 

At  other  times  of  the  year,  project  shadow  would  be  less  extensive  than  on  December  21.  One 
month  later,  on  January  21,  new  shadow  from  the  taller  Option  A  would  leave  the  garden  shortly 
after  10:00  a.m.,  while  the  shorter  Option  B  would  cast  new  shadow  on  the  garden  until  about 
9:30  a.m.  (Similar  conditions  would  hold  true  on  November  21.)  Because  shadow  from  the  new 


The  dashed  line  in  the  shadow  figures  included  in  this  document  indicates  the  extent  of  project  shadow  that  would  fall  on  the 
ground  without  interference  from  buildings. 
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VIII.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Hiram  Johnson  state  building  does  not  leave  the  garden  until  after  9:00  a.m.  on  this  date,  the 
project  would  block  no  more  than  one  hour  of  sunlight.  By  late  February,  project  shadows 
would  not  reach  the  Learning  Garden,  and  similar  conditions  would  occur  in  late  October. 

In  summary,  only  between  about  December  1  and  January  15  would  the  project  -  assuming 
construction  the  taller  Option  A  -  obscure  more  than  one  hour  of  existing  sunlight  daily  on  the 
Learning  Garden.  A  garden  receiving  four  hours  of  sun  per  day  will  grow  vegetables  such  as 
carrots  and  lettuce.  Fruiting  vegetables,  such  as  tomatoes,  need  at  least  six  hours  of  sunlight 
between  May  and  August,  which  is  outside  the  period  during  which  the  project  would  cause  new 
shadow.  Deciduous  trees  can  withstand  shade  during  the  winter  because  they  are  dormant  during 
that  season.  In  general,  the  changes  resulting  from  the  project  would  not  be  sufficient  to  result  in 
adverse  effects  to  plants  grown  at  the  garden  because  there  would  be  no  diminution  of  sunlight 
during  the  peak  growing  season  and  because  more  than  four  hours  of  sunlight  would  remain  even 
in  winter. 

Concerning  the  school's  outdoor  play  areas,  at  8:30  a.m.  on  December  21  (see  Figures  C&R-l 
and  C&R-2),  under  existing  conditions,  the  entire  eastern  rooftop  play  area  is  in  shade  from  the 
new  Hiram  Johnson  state  building  and  the  existing  building  on  the  project  site,  as  are  both 
ground-level  play  yards.  Half  of  the  western  rooftop  play  area  is  shaded  by  the  existing  building 
on  the  project  site.  Both  project  options  would  complete  the  shading  of  this  play  area  at 
8:30  a.m.  on  December  21.  (Net  new  shadow  from  both  options  would  be  the  same  at  the 
Tenderloin  school  because  there  is  very  little  area  in  sunlight  under  existing  conditions  and  each 
option  would  shade  the  area  currently  in  sun.)  At  9:00  a.m.  on  December  21,  as  stated  on  p.  57 
of  the  EIR  and  shown  in  EIR  Figures  16a  and  16b  (as  revised  herein),  both  project  options  would 
fully  shade  the  western  rooftop  play  area,  which  is  mostly  in  sunlight  at  that  time  under  existing 
conditions  (the  shorter  Option  B  would  leave  unshaded  the  roof  of  a  stair  penthouse).  The  taller 
Option  A  would  also  complete  shading  of  the  eastern  rooftop  play  area,  which  is  mostly  in 
shadow  from  the  Hiram  Johnson  state  building. 

At  9:30  a.m.  on  December  21  (see  Figures  C&R-3  and  C&R-4),  the  taller  Option  A  would  add 
new  shadow  to  more  than  half  of  the  western  rooftop  play  area  and  a  small  part  of  the  eastern 
rooftop,  while  the  shorter  Option  B  would  add  little  new  shadow  other  than  on  the  garden,  as 
discussed  above.  By  10:00  a.m.,  under  both  project  options  new  shadow  would  be  limited  to 
parts  of  the  school's  ground-level  play  yards,  which  are  more  than  half  shaded  at  that  time  under 
existing  conditions  (and  parts  of  the  Learning  Garden,  described  above).  New  shadow  would 
leave  the  ground-level  play  yards  by  shortly  after  noon. 

On  January  21,  the  taller  Option  A  would  fully  shade  the  western  rooftop  play  area  at  9:00  a.m., 
when  that  area  is  now  in  sunlight,  while  the  shorter  Option  B  would  shade  less  than  half  of  this 
play  area.  By  9:30,  Option  A  would  newly  shade  half  of  this  play  area,  while  Option  B  would 
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C.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

cast  no  new  shadow  on  the  roof.  Both  project  options  would  shade  the  western  ground-level  play 
yard  until  about  10:00  a.m.,  and  the  taller  Option  A  would  cast  new  shadow  on  both  ground-level 
play  yards  until  about  1 1:00  a.m.,  when  project  shadow  would  leave  the  school  site.  (Similar 
conditions  would  hold  true  on  November  21.)  In  late  February  and  late  October,  project  shadow 
would  be  limited  to  small  areas  of  the  western  rooftop  play  area  and  the  western  ground-level 
play  yard  before  9:30  a.m. 

In  summary,  while  it  is  true  that  new  shadow  caused  by  the  project  would  occur  during  some 
period  during  the  day  over  up  to  five  months  of  the  approximately  10-month  school  year,  in 
terms  of  duration  and  extent  on  any  given  day,  effects  would  be  very  limited.  New  shadow 
would  be  cast  on  rooftop  areas  before  about  10:00  a.m.,  except  between  about  December  1  and 
January  15,  when  some  amount  of  new  rooftop  shadow  would  last  until  about  11:00  a.m.  with 
the  taller  Option  A.  New  shadow  would  also  reach  the  ground-level  play  yards  until  about 
1 1:00  a.m.,  except  between  about  December  1  and  January  15,  when  some  amount  of  new 
shadow  would  last  until  shortly  after  noon  with  the  taller  Option  A.  Apart  from  the  early 
morning  hours  (9:00  a.m.  and  earlier)  in  late  fall  and  early  winter,  the  project  would  never 
contribute  to  complete  shading  of  the  school's  outdoor  open  spaces. 

Even  at  the  winter  solstice,  from  11:00  a.m.  on,  project  shadows  would  be  too  short  to  reach  any 
of  the  rooftop  spaces  at  the  Tenderloin  Community  School.  In  late  fall  and  early  winter,  by  this 
time,  nearly  all  of  the  school's  open  spaces  would  be  in  sunlight,  with  the  primary  exception  of 
the  eastern  ground-level  play  yard,  and  would  remain  in  sunlight  throughout  the  year.  In 
addition,  there  would  be  no  new  shadow  cast  on  the  school  at  any  time  from  mid-March  to  mid- 
September.  When  considered  in  conjunction  with  the  previous  shadow  analysis,  presented  on 
pages  57-65  in  the  EIR,  the  additional  analysis  provided  herein  further  supports  the  conclusion 
that  project  shadow  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  effect. 

C-3)     The  EIR  reports  on  the  results  of  wind-tunnel  testing  performed  for  both  Option  A  (new  14-story 
building)  and  Option  B  (new  12-story  building)  of  the  proposed  project.  As  indicated  in 
Appendix  B  of  the  EIR,  the  wind-tunnel  tests  included  points  at  the  Tenderloin  Community 
School  -  one  atop  the  rooftop  area  and  one  in  each  of  the  two  ground-level  play  yards  on  Elm 
Street.  As  shown  in  Tables  1  through  4  of  Appendix  B,  the  project  would  have  little  or  no  effect 
on  ground-level  winds  at  the  school  site.  The  "equivalent  wind  speed"6  would  increase  by  no 
more  than  one  mile  per  hour  at  any  of  the  three  test  points  on  the  school  site,  which  likely  would 
not  be  a  change  that  would  be  perceptible  to  most  people.  This  is  because  the  school  is  upwind 
of  the  proposed  project  site,  while  the  effects  of  the  project  on  ground-level  winds  would  be  most 
pronounced  around  the  base  of  the  proposed  project  and  at  downwind  locations. 


The  equivalent  wind  speed  is  the  speed,  including  the  effects  of  turbulence,  that  is  exceeded  10  percent  of  the  time  for 
pedestrian  conditions  and  the  speed  that  is  exceeded  for  one  hour  per  year  for  the  wind-hazard  evaluation. 
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The  commenter's  opposition  to  the  project  as  proposed  is  noted  and  will  be  taken  into  account 
during  consideration  of  project  approval  actions. 
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L  LOUCEL  CONSTRUT I ON  INC 


FAX  NO. 


415  648  9554 


Nov.  0?  2000  09:08ftM  PI 


Tenderloin  Community  School  /  Garden  Educator 
Natalie  Berg 


® 


2907  Harrison  Street 
San  Francisco.  CA  94 1 1 0 


Phone  206-1575 


Fax  648-9554 
November  07, 2000 


Environmental  Review  Officer-Hillary  Gttelman 
1660  Mission  St,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco.  Ca.  94103 


Dear  Ms.  Gitelman, 

It  has  recently  come  to  my  attention  that  the  City  has  plans  to  rebuild  a  City  Administrative  Building 
at  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  just  one  block  from  the  site  of  the  elementary  school  where  I  spend  my  days 
teaching  students  how  to  grow  food,  flowers,  and  habitat  for  butterflies  and  birds.  Upon  reviewing  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  I  am  truly  alarmed  by  the  possibility  that  two  of  the  construction  designs 
would  result  in  direct  shadows  and  possible  wind  on  the  site  of  our  school's  Learning  Garden.  I  am 
concerned  about  the  shade  and  the  wind  for  several  reasons.  The  shadows  caused  by  the  proposed 
building  would  kill  off  all  but  the  most  shade-tolerant  of  plants  in  our  garden.  The  wind  atone  would  chill  our 
planting  site  so  that  our  crops  would  cease  to  thrive.  As  a  gardener  and  a  teacher,  I  can  tell  you  the 
impact  of  this  environmental  change  would  be  tragic  not  only  for  the  plants  but  for  the  students  who  leam 
by  nurturing  those  plants. 

Our  students  cherish  their  time  spent  harvesting  food,  starting  seedlings,  and  observing  humming 
birds  drinking  from  our  many  flowers.  Without  sunlight,  the  cucumbers,  strawberries  and  carrots  which  our 
students  snack  on  every  day  will  no  longer  grow.  The  chain  of  events  caused  by  the  construction  of  such  a 
building  would  render  our  garden  useless,  further  impoverishing  the  lives  of  hundreds  of  Tenderloin  school 
children.  The  Learning  Garden  is  a  crucial  part  of  our  school's  curriculum.  They  study  science,  math, 
nutrition,  language  arts  and  environmental  principles  in  the  garden  setting.  The  hands-on  nature  of  this 
unique  educational  component  was  specially  designed  into  our  school  as  a  tool  for  reaching  children  who 
are  learning  English  as  a  second  language  or  students  who  simply  need  a  therapeutic  environment  to 
assist  them  in  coping  with  some  of  the  many  socio-economic  challenges  faced  by  our  student  body. 

My  students  revet  in  their  much  needed  time  in  the  sun.  Since  these  chHdren  live  in  a 
neighborhood  with  very  little  open  space,  it  is  crucial  that  the  place  they  spend  most  of  their  day  time  hours 
remain  as  sunny  and  beautiful  as  possible.  As  an  environmental  educator,  I  ask  that  those  "m  charge  of 
the  design  process  please  take  into  consideration  the  many  young  lives  which  will  be  affected  if  the  plans 
to  buM  a  structure  taller  that  the  existing  building  are  earned  through.  If  the  committee  has  any  doubts  as 
to  the  seriousness  of  our  concerns  here  at  the  Tenderlion  Community  School  Garden,  please  feel  free  lo 
come  visit  our  two  garden  sites  on  the  first  and  third  levels  of  our  school.  When  you  see  the  joyful  faces  of 
the  student  gardeners,  there  will  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  right  course  of  action.  Please  do  not  shade  our 


school! 


Sincerely, 


Natalie  Berg 
Garden  Educator 
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LETTER  D  -  NATALIE  BERG,  TENDERLOIN  COMMUNITY  SCHOOL 

D-l)     Please  see  the  discussion  in  the  response  to  Comment  C-2,  p.  C&R.9,  concerning  the  amount  of 
new  shadow  that  would  be  created  by  the  proposed  project.  Shadow  effects  on  the  Learning 
Garden  are  specifically  discussed  in  that  response. 

As  stated  in  the  response  to  Comment  C-2,  the  amount  of  new  shadow,  compared  to  the  shadow 
from  existing  buildings  that  falls  on  the  Tenderloin  Community  School  under  present  conditions, 
would  not  be  enough  to  adversely  affect  plants  now  growing  at  the  school  garden  because  there 
would  be  no  diminution  of  sunlight  during  the  peak  growing  season  and  because  ample  sunlight 
would  remain  even  in  winter. 

Regarding  wind  effects,  please  see  the  response  to  Comment  C-3,  p.  C&R.24. 
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10-25-00 


SF  Planning  Commission 
1660  Mission  Street 
SF.CA  9410.3-2414 


Bav  Area  Women's  and  Children's  Center 

A   Resource   Center   Tor   Women,  Children,  and  Families": 

318  Leavenworth  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Tel:  (415)  474-2400  Fax:  (415)  474-5525 

RECEIVED 

OCT  3  0  2000     REC'D     ,  -  (E 


PLANNING  DEPT 


OCT  2  7  2000 


S.F.  RANNWG  DEPT. 


Dear  Planning  Commissioners, 

As  executive  director  of  the  Bay  Area  Women's  and  Children's  Center,  the 
organization  which  spearheaded  the  10-year  effort  for  the  creation  of  the  Tenderloin 
Community  School  and  Family  Center,  1  am  writing  to  express  BAWCC's  strong 
opposition  to  two  of  the  options  proposed  for  the  525  Golden  Gate  Avcnue-Cily 
Administration  Building. 

We  are  NOT  in  support  of  Alternative  C  or  Alternative  D. 

We  DO  support  Alternative  D:  the  Rehabilitation  of  the  Rxisling  Building,  and 
would  also  ask  thai  you  look  for  other  possible  sights  to  locate  additional  city 
administrative  space  other  than  at  525  Golden  Gale  Ave. 

As  you  may  be  aware,  hundreds  of  residents  and  staff  members  in  the  Tenderloin 
community  spent  10  years  lighting  the  up-hill  battle  of  gelling  a  community  school  and 
family  center  built  here.  The  building  was  just  completed  within  the  past  two  months.  It 
is,  for  many  Tenderloin  children,  the  brightest  spots  (literally)  in  ihcir  young  lives. 

BAWCC,  and  hundreds  of  families  and  other  residents  who  were  part  of  the 
Tenderloin  Gradeschool  Campaign  since  1990  have  worked  far  too  hard  to  have  this, 
school  and  our  children  shadowed  at  this  point.  We  do  NOT  support  the  building  of  a  . 
taller  building  at  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue? 

We  would  welcome  the  opportunity  to  meet  with  you  to  talk  further  about  our 
position  in  relation  to  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue.  We  are  available  at  474-2400. 

Sincerely, 

Midge  Wilson 
Executive  Director 
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C.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

LETTER  E  -  BAY  AREA  WOMEN'S  AND  CHILDREN'S  CENTER 

E-l)     The  commenter's  opposition  to  a  building  of  increased  height  than  the  existing  building  on  the 
project  site  is  noted.  This  concern  will  be  referred  to  and  considered  by  the  Planning 
Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  in  consideration  of  the  proposed  rezoning,  as  well  other 
City  decision-makers. 

For  additional  information  concerning  shadow  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  please  see  the 
response  to  Comment  C-2,  p.  C&R.9. 
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I 


IVED 


Hillary  Gitelman 
Environmental  Review  Office 
S.F.  Planning  Dept. 


1616  Mission  St.  Suite  500 
San  Francisco  CA  94103 


Is  November,  2000 


Dear  Ms.  Gitelman,  .  v-;-1 

1  am  writing  as  a  representative  of  Tenderloin  Childcare 
Center,  and  as  someone  who  has  worked  with  children  in  this  neighborhood  for  •. : 
almost  seven  years.  It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  there  are  plans  to  renovate  the 
existing,  or  construct  a  completely  new,  City  Administration  building  at  525;- 
Golden  Gate  Ave.  I  have  some  concerns  that  this  new  structure  will  be  higher 
than  the  one  that  is  on  this  she  now,  and  wfll  consequently  affect  the  services 
provided  by  the  neighboring  Tenderloin  Community  School. 

After  many  years  of  planning  and  construction,  the  • 
Tenderloin  Community  School  is  now  providing  access  to  a  public  school  ■ 
education  in  a  neighborhood  that  has  suffered  without  for  many  years.  Outside  V 
play  space  and  an  educational  garden  are  important  elements  of  what  the  school  is 
able  to  provide,  especially  in  a  neighborhood  where  these  experiences  are  ?'f. 
severely  limited.  I  worry  that  any  building  higher  than  the  one  that  already  stands' 
at  525  Golden  Gate  Ave.  will  result  in  these  outdoor  spaces  at  the  school  being- > 
kept  in  shadow  and  shade  for  a  large  part  of  the  day.  I  am  asking  you  to  take  this 
into  consideration  when  reviewing  any  proposals  for  the  City  Administration  \ 
building,  and  recommend  that  either  the  current  space  be  renovated  at  the  present 
size,  or  that  any  new  building  not  be  allowed  to  exceed  the  height  of  the  building 
that  stands  now. 


Yours  truly, 


Graham  Dobson 
Administrative  Coordinator 


TENDERLOIN    CHILDCARE  CENTER 


525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  Project 


ESA  960223 


 VIII.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

C.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

LETTER  F  -  COMPASS  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

F-l)     The  commenter' s  opposition  to  a  building  of  increased  height  than  the  existing  building  on  the 
project  site  is  noted.  This  concern  will  be  referred  to  and  considered  by  the  Planning 
Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  in  consideration  of  the  proposed  rezoning,  as  well  other 
City  decision-makers. 

For  additional  information  concerning  shadow  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  please  see  the 
response  to  Comment  C-2,  p.  C&R.9. 
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Tenderloin  Family  Center 

at  the  Tenderloin  Community  School 

c/o  BA WCC,  318  Leavenworth  Street  '  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  *  Telephone  (415)  474-2400  *  Fax  (415)  474-552 


Ociober  25,  2000  REC'D 

San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  QQJ  p  7  2000 

1660  Mission  Street  VZ 
San  Francisco  CA  94 1 03  sjf.  fiannng db?cCE,VED 

OCT  a  0  2000  • 

Dear  Members  of  the  Planning  Commission,  P{"^'  'kMG  D5PT 

I  am  the  Associate  Director  of  Bay  Area  Women's  and  Children's  Center  (BAWCC)  and 
1  am  writing  lo  you  today  to  ask  that  you  reject  ihe  proposed  demolition  and  subsequent 
construction  of  the  Stale  of  California  office  building  at  525  Golden  Gale  Avenue. 

As  a  member  of  a  learn  of  people  who  fought  for  ten  years  to  have  a  school  in  the 
Tenderloin  I  can't  tell  you  how  delighted  we  are  with  this  school.  Tt  is  the  only  public 
school  in  the  Tenderloin. 

Children  in  the  Tenderloin  live  in  extremely  cramped  conditions.  Studios  and  one- 
bedroom  apartments  are  Ihe  norm  in  this  neighborhood,  and  they  oflen  house  families 
with  six  or  eight  children.  In  this  dense  urban  neighborhood  there  is  little  opportunity  for         —  | 
running  and  playing  in  the  sunshine,  yet  this  school  has  provided  them  with  a  beautiful 
facility  and  the  opportunity  to  do  just  that  -  run  and  play  in  the  sunshine.  - 

The  building  has  three  playgrounds  and  a  wonderful  rooftop  garden.  Both  Option  A  and 
Option  R  would  shadow  all  of  these  elements.  Any  extra  shadowing  is  unacceptable. 
Please  consider  cither  rehabilitating  the  building  or  finding  a  different  site. 

Children  in  the  Tenderloin  do  not  have  much  bui  they  do  have  this  school.  We  welcome 
you  to  visit  and  see  what  an  oasis  ol  joy  and  sunshine  it  is.  Please  allow  them  to  conlinue 
to  thrive  in  this  environment  and  reject  this  proposal  as  is  stands. 


Sincerely, 

Jacky  Spencer- Davies 


The  Tenderloin  Family  Center  Is  a  project  of  the  Bay  Are«  Women's  and  Children's  Center. 
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C.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

LETTER  G  -  TENDERLOIN  FAMILY  CENTER 

G-l)     The  commenter's  opposition  to  a  building  of  increased  height  than  the  existing  building  on  the 
project  site  is  noted.  This  concern  will  be  referred  to  and  considered  by  the  Planning 
Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  in  consideration  of  the  proposed  rezoning,  as  well  other 
City  decision-makers. 

For  additional  information  concerning  shadow  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  please  see  the 
response  to  Comment  C-2,  p.  C&R.9. 
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Ms.  Hillary  Gitelman 
SF  Planning  Department 
1660  Mission  Sr. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Dear  Ms.  Guelman: 


L*i-#.'1,\'G  DEPT  . 


en  Cure  City 


I  am  writing  to  you  regarding  the  Draft  EIR  for  525  Gold 
Administrative  Building. 

the  f ederai Building  Sk  ?w  S^T  ^  •»*  <W<- 
add  addition  *^^£££^^?t'FT  m"e  Ws  <*** 

lad.  ol  people  piesence  encourases  drugs  and  criminal  activity      '""^  *  1,16 

Additional  shadow  on  the  Civic  Corner  and  on  the  nex*  T«id«rl..m  r 
School  further  decrease  the  quality  of  life  for  T?df loln  C,,m mun"y 
CenterandtothecnildrcnatV^o^  ^  ! 

housmg  thai  ja  crowded  and  without  significant  li^t  and \  wTY 
additional  sunhs„t  from  the  chddren  • « £L  2d  ^  ^  ' 

then,  in  their  abihty  to  enjoy  some  "outdoor/"  St^^ 
ceM«  Pla>  area  and  at  the  Tenderloin  school  fcly  "f 

Thank  you 
Siiicerelv, 


KcNy  CuTIenfOFM 
Fxecutive  Direcror 
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 VIII.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

C.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

LETTER  H  -  TENDERLOIN  NEIGHBORHOOD  DEVELOPMENT  CORPORATION 

1-1)      The  commenter's  opposition  to  a  building  of  increased  height  than  the  existing  building  on  the 
project  site  is  noted.  This  concern  will  be  referred  to  and  considered  by  the  Planning 
Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  in  consideration  of  the  proposed  rezoning,  as  well  other 
City  decision-makers. 

For  additional  information  concerning  shadow  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  please  see  the 
response  to  Comment  C-2,  p.  C&R.9. 

Regarding  wind  effects,  as  stated  on  EIR  pp.  68-69,  the  project  would  result  in  an  increase  in 
average  ground-level  "equivalent  wind  speed"7  of  less  than  one  mile  per  hour  at  the  31  test 
locations  analyzed,  which  would  not  be  perceptible  to  most  persons.  The  EIR  continues: 

Under  Option  A,  winds  would  increase  by  more  than  2  mph  at  three  locations:  at 
midpoint  of  the  project's  Golden  Gate  Avenue  facade  (4  mph)  and  at  the 
northeast  and  northwest  corners  of  the  project  site  (both  3  mph).  Option  B  would 
increase  wind  speeds  by  no  more  than  2  mph  -  which  would  be  barely 
noticeable  -  at  any  of  the  3 1  test  points. 

Therefore,  wind  effects  were  determined  to  be  less  than  significant. 

It  is  noted  that  neither  project  option  would  result  in  an  adverse  effect  on  ground-level  winds  at 
the  Civic  Center  Plaza  Tot  Lot,  located  at  the  northeast  corner  of  the  plaza.  In  fact,  wind-tunnel 
testing  for  the  proposed  project  indicates  that  both  Option  A  and  Option  B  would  result  in  no 
change  or  a  slight  decrease  in  ground-level  wind  speeds  at  the  Tot  Lot  test  point  (see  Tables  1 
through  4  and  Figure  B-l  of  EIR  Appendix  B). 

Please  see  also  the  response  to  Comment  C-3,  p.  C&R.24. 


See  Note  6,  p.  C&R.21. 
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SUE  C.  HESTOR 

Attorney  at  Law 

870  Market  Street,  Suite  1128  •  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
(415)  362-2778  •  FAX  (415)  362-8048 

September  23,  2000 


Bill  Wycko 
Planning  Department 
1660  Mission  Street  5th  fl 
San  Francisco  CA  94103 

RE:     97.47  8E  -  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  DEIR 

Dear  Bill: 

This  is  a  very  preliminary  comment  on  the  above  DEIR.     I  scanned 
the  DEIR  to  determine  the  "net  new  office  space"  and  discovered  on 
page  25  that  the  amount  will  be  between  31,000  and  71,500  gsf.  I 
also  went  to  22-23  to  read  Project  Approval  Requirements.  The 
last  sentence  on  page  23  incorrectly  states  that  "...nor  would  the 
project  office  space  be  counted  against  the  annual  limit  of  office 
square  footage  that  may  be  developed  in  San  Francisco."  That 
sentence  is  factually  incorrect. 

The  exemptions  from  the  annual  limit  are  codified  in  Planning  Code 
§320 (g).     There  is  an  exemption  for  buildings  that  have  a  net 
increase  of  under  25,000  gsf  (g)(1),   for  buildings  subject  to  a 
specific  approved  Redevelopment  agreement  (g) (2) ,  buildings 
approved  prior  to  adoption  on  Downtown  Plan  (g)(3),  Hills  Plaza 
(g)(4)/  the  I  Hotel  (g)(5),  and  Executive  Park  (g)(6).  Everything 
else  COUNTS  against  the  annual  limit. 

Proposition  L  adds  an  exemption  for  buildings  owned  and  occupied 
by  the  City  and  other  agencies  of  government.     The  Mayor 
duplicated  that  provision  in  Proposition  K.     If  either  or  both  of 
those  measures  are  approved  by  the  voters,  525  Golden  Gate  would 
not  count  against  the  annual  limit.     But  if  neither  Proposition  L 
or  K  passes,  this  building  must  be  deducted  from  the  small 
building  limit  (25-49,999  gsf)  or  from  the  regular  annual  limit 
(50,000  +  gsf) . 

Also,  I  thought  I  had  previously  submitted  a  list  of  persons  to 
get  this  DEIR.     From  the  circulation  list,  perhaps  I  forgot  to  do 
so.     In  any  case,  would  you  send  copies  of  the  DEIR  to  people 
associated  with  the  Tenderloin  Community  School,  which  is  directly 
across  the  McDonald's  parking  lot  from  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue.  I 
do  not  know  the  name  of  the  principal  of  the  school,  but  you  could 
address  her  as: 

Principal 

Tenderloin  Community  School 

627  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco  CA  94102 


RECEIVED 

SEP  2  8  2008 

pUl-!NlNG  DEPT 
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Also,  send  copies  to: 
Midge  Wilson 

Bay  Area  Women's  &  Childrens  Center 
3l8  Leavenworth 
SF  94102 

Brad  Paul 

35  Hartford  Street 
SF  94114 

Thank/jyou. 


Sue  C.  Hestor 
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 VIII.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

C.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

LETTER  I  -  SUE  C.  HESTOR,  ATTORNEY  AT  LAW 

1-1)      The  statement  in  the  DEIR  that  the  project  office  space  would  not  be  counted  against  the  annual 
office  limit  is  correct.  The  approval  of  office  space  for  the  City's  own  governmental  functions  is 
not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Proposition  M  that  relate  to  the  annual  office  limit.  The  fact  that 
City  offices  are  not  specifically  referenced  in  the  Proposition  M  exemptions  does  not  alter  this 
conclusion. 
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Christopher  Mohr  V 
655 Natoma  Street,  Apt.  C  i\ \tl ^ 

San  Francisco,  Cal  94103 
415-863-5993 


11/7/2000 

Hilary  Gitelman  RECEIVED 
Environmental  Review  Officer 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department  NOV     9  2000 

1 660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500  PLANNING  DEPT 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

RE:  EIR  for  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  Project  (Case  No.  97.478E) 

Dear  Hilary  Gitelman, 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  concerns  about  the  proposed  city  office  building  at  525  Golden  Gate 
Avenue. 

I  am  a  resident  in  the  South  of  Market  near  Civic  Center  and  work  in  the  Tenderloin.  The  draft 
environmental  impact  report  claims  that  the  following  are  not  significant  impacts.  I  believe  the 
report  is  in  error,  and  the  project  will  have  significant  impacts  that  should  be  corrected: 

•  The  proposed  office  building  will  cast  some  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza.  As  the  parent  of 
a  toddler,  I  am  concerned  about  reduction  in  late-afternoon  light  on  the  "tot  lot"  playgrounds. 

•  The  proposed  office  building  will  add  significant  wind  to  the  area,  including  in  Civic  Center 
Plaza.  The  Philip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  the  California  State  Office  Building  to  the 
north  of  Civic  Center  Plaza  create  high  wind  conditions  currently  (this  is  in  addition,  of 
course,  Fox  Plaza,  100  Van  Ness,  and  the  California  Workers  Compensation  building,  among 
several  other  tall  office  buildings  to  the  south). 

•  The  proposed  office  building  will  shadow  the  new  Tenderloin  elementary  school  "from  early 
fall  to  late  winter."  That  is  most  of  the  school  year!  This  is  public  property  that  includes  open 
space  for  the  children.  The  school  grounds  should  not  be  plunged  into  darkness. 


J-i 


J-2 


J-3 


The  proposed  building  will  increase  wind  at  the  school  as  well.  jj  -  Lj. 


I  applaud  the  city's  request  for  a  parking  variance  to  provide  fewer  than  the  required  number  of 
spaces.  The  site  is  well-served  by  MUNI,  BART  and  commuter  bus  lines,  as  well  as  bike  routes. 

I  urge  the  City  to  build  to  the  current  bulk  and  height  limits  of  the  site,  not  to  rezone  the  site,  and 
to  prevent  the  already  less-than-ideal  neighborhood  environmental  conditions  from  deteriorating. 

Enclosed  is  my  letter  to  the  editor  published  in  the  San  Francisco  Examiner  on  1 0/9/2000. 

Sincerely  yours, 


J-5 


istopher  Mohr 
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'Eco-friendly1  city  offices 

•I'm  gfcid  Hie  City  will  implement 
"eco-firiendly"  building  practices  in  con- 
;  Btruction  of  a  new  city  administrative 
building  at  525  Golden  Gate  ("Building 
it  green,"  Business  section,  Sept  27). 

As  a  parent  living  near  Civic  Center, 
though,  I'm  deeply  concerned  about  the 
impact  this  very  tall  building  is  going  to 
have  on  its  surroundings.  I've  read  the 
draft  environmental  report,  and  there 
are  problems.  - 

The  proposed  building  will  shadow 
the  Tenderloin  Community  Elementary 
School  from  "early  fall  to  late  winter." 
That's  most  of  the  school  year! 

And  it  will  shade  the  "tiny  tot"  play- 
ground in  Civic  Center  Plaza.  It's  al- 
ready windy  in  late  afternoon,  and  if  it's 
shadowed  and  even  windier,  then  I'm 
not  firing  my  toddler  any  more.  Civic 
Center  Plaza  will  become  ,  even  more 
desolate. 

Christopher  Mohr 

San  Francisco 


SAN  FRANCISCO  EXAMINER 


A- 16    Monday,  October  9,  2000  ★ 
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 Vin.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

C.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

LETTER  J  -  CHRISTOPHER  MOHR 

J-l)      As  stated  on  p.  56  of  the  EIR  (as  revised  in  Section  E  herein,  p.  C&R.48),  the  project  would 
result  in  new  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  for  40  minutes  or  less  in  the  early  evening  (after 
7:00  p.m.)  during  May,  June,  and  July.  As  shown  in  Figure  15,  EIR  p.  58,  the  maximum  extent 
of  new  shadow  would  extend  across  the  northeast  corner  of  the  Civic  Center  Tot  Lot,  or 
playground.  As  noted  in  the  EIR,  project  shadow  would  not  exceed  the  Absolute  Cumulative 
Limit  for  Civic  Center  Plaza,  nor  would  project  shadow  conflict  with  the  qualitative  criteria  for 
the  plaza  that  call  for  preservation  of  afternoon  sun,  because  the  maximum  extent  of  project 
shadow  would  be  about  2,500  square  feet.  Furthermore,  the  new  shadow  would  leave  most  of 
the  Tot  Lot  in  sunlight,  and  would  not  interfere  with  the  use  of  the  playground.  The  incremental 
increase  in  shading  on  the  Tot  Lot  would  not  meaningfully  reduce  the  overall  amount  of  light 
available  at  the  playground.  In  light  of  the  above,  therefore,  the  effect  would  not  be  considered 
significant. 

J-2)      As  stated  on  EIR  pp.  68-69,  the  project  would  result  in  an  increase  in  average  ground-level 

"equivalent  wind  speed"8  of  less  than  one  mile  per  hour  at  the  31  test  locations  analyzed,  which 
would  not  be  perceptible  to  most  persons.  The  EIR  continues: 

Under  Option  A,  winds  would  increase  by  more  than  2  mph  at  three  locations:  at 
midpoint  of  the  project's  Golden  Gate  Avenue  facade  (4  mph)  and  at  the 
northeast  and  northwest  corners  of  the  project  site  (both  3  mph).  Option  B  would 
increase  wind  speeds  by  no  more  than  2  mph  -  which  would  be  barely 
noticeable  -  at  any  of  the  31  test  points. 

Therefore,  wind  effects  were  determined  to  be  less  than  significant. 

The  wind  analysis  conducted  for  the  EIR  encompasses  wind  effects  caused  by  the  federal  and 
state  office  buildings;  as  noted  on  p.  68  of  the  EIR,  "It  appears  that  the  Phillip  Burton  Federal 
Building,  a  300-foot-tall  office  building  northeast  of  the  proposed  project  site,  controls  the  wind 
conditions  in  its  vicinity.  The  Federal  Building,  a  structure  substantially  higher  than  surrounding 
development,  intercepts  the  winds  that  otherwise  would  pass  overhead  and  brings  them  down  to 
ground  level,  and  tends  to  create  accelerated  wind  conditions  in  its  vicinity,  including 
exceedances  of  the  wind  hazard  criterion."  Other  buildings  noted  by  the  commenter,  including 
the  California  State  Automobile  Association  building  at  100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Fox  Plaza,  and 
the  State  Compensation  Insurance  Fund  building  at  1275  Market  Street,  contribute  to  generally 
windy  conditions  in  the  greater  Civic  Center  area,  although  they  do  not  frequently  interact  with 
winds  in  the  immediate  project  vicinity  because  they  are  four  or  more  blocks  away  and  because 
southerly  winds  are  not  common. 


See  Note  6,  p.  C&R.21. 
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 VIII.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

C.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

J-3)      Regarding  shadow  impacts  at  the  Tenderloin  Community  School,  please  see  the  response  to 

Comment  C-2,  p.  C&R.9.  As  stated  in  that  response,  while  it  is  true  that  new  shadow  caused  by 
the  project  would  occur  during  some  period  during  the  day  over  up  to  five  months  of  the 
approximately  10-month  the  school  year,  in  terms  of  duration  and  extent  on  any  given  day, 
effects  would  be  very  limited.  New  shadow  would  be  cast  on  rooftop  areas  before  about 
10:00  a.m.,  except  between  about  December  1  and  January  15,  when  some  amount  of  new 
shadow  would  last  until  about  1 1:00  a.m.  with  the  taller  Option  A.  New  shadow  would  also 
reach  the  ground-level  play  yards  until  about  1 1:00  a.m.,  except  between  about  December  1  and 
January  15,  when  some  amount  of  new  shadow  would  last  until  shortly  after  noon  with  the  taller 
Option  A.  Apart  from  the  early  morning  hours  (9:00  a.m.  and  earlier)  in  late  fall  and  early 
winter,  the  project  would  never  contribute  to  complete  shading  of  the  school's  outdoor  open 
spaces. 

J-4)      Regarding  potential  wind  impacts  at  the  Tenderloin  Community  School,  please  see  the  response 
to  Comment  C-3,  p.  24. 

J-5)      The  comments  are  noted  and  will  be  considered  by  the  Planning  Commission  and  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  consideration  of  the  proposed  rezoning,  as  well  other  City  decision-makers. 
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C.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

OTHER  LETTERS  FROM  THE  TENDERLOIN  COMMUNITY  SCHOOL 

A  number  of  other  letters  were  received  from  students,  faculty,  and  staff  of  the  Tenderloin  Community 
School,  as  well  as  school  volunteers  and  concerned  members  of  the  community.  These  letters  all 
expressed  opposition  to  a  project  that  would  cause  additional  shadow  to  reach  the  Tenderloin 
Community  School.  Shadow  effects  are  discussed  in  the  response  to  Comment  C-2,  p.  C&R.9,  herein. 
Some  of  the  commenters  wrote  in  support  of  rehabilitation  and  reuse  of  the  existing  former  state  office 
building  on  the  project  site,  which  is  described  in  the  EIR  as  Alternative  B. 

None  of  these  letters  addressed  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  EIR,  and  therefore,  no  response  is 
required  here.  However,  to  ensure  that  the  commenters'  concerns  are  heard  by  the  decision-makers, 
these  letters  are  reproduced  at  the  end  of  this  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  following 
p.  C&R.48. 
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SECTION  D  

PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


This  chapter  contains  a  transcript  of  the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR  and  the  responses  to  each  of 
those  comments.  Each  substantive  comment  on  the  Draft  EIR  is  labeled  with  a  number  in  the  margin  and 
the  response  to  each  comment  is  presented  following  the  commenter's  remarks.  For  purposes  of 
sequential  reference  with  the  written  comments,  these  comments  are  designated  as  though  they  were 
contained  in  comment  letters.  Therefore,  comments  from  the  first  speaker  at  the  public  hearing  are 
answered  in  responses  K-l,  K-2,  etc.,  from  the  second  commenter,  in  responses  L-l,  L-2,  and  so  on. 
Where  responses  have  resulted  in  changes  to  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR,  these  changes  will  also  appear  in 
the  Final  EIR. 
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VIII.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


D.  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

Comments 

I'm  interested  in  this  project  for  the  same  reasons  that  I'm  interested  in  any  project  in  Civic  Center.  I 
attended  many  hearings  on  the  new  main  library,  on  the  old  main  library,  adaptive  reuses  going  on 
now.  On  the  new  state  building  at  455  Golden  Gate  Avenue  where  I  attended  numerous  hearings  at 
the  California  State  Building  Authority.  And  the  State  Building  Authority  was  very  receptive  to  public 
comments  at  those  hearings,  and  they  actually  reduced  the  original  planned  height  of  that  very  large 
building  facing  McAllister  Street.  They  reduced  it  by  two  floors.  And  I  think  the  result  was  better  than 
could  have  been  expected. 

The  building  would  have  been  too  high.  They  wanted  a  large  building.  They  had  to  consolidate  a  lot 
of  state  offices  -  a  similar  situation  with  the  new  city  administrative  building  that  has  been  proposed  - 
but  they  were  able  to  reduce  it  by  two  floors.  So  I  think  it  is  important  to  keep  that  in  mind.  We  don't 
want  a  building  that's  too  high,  that  overwhelms  the  Civic  Center  on  the  north  side.  It  will  be  very 
visible  from  the  Civic  Center,  as  you  can  see  in  graphics  in  the  Draft  EIR. 

And  I  want  to  compliment  the  Draft  EIR.  I  think  there  are  good  graphics  here.  I  haven't  had  a  chance 
to  get  into  the  details  of  it,  and  I  hope  to  submit  some  written  comments  before  the  deadline.  But  if 
you  look  at  those  graphics  on  pages  36  through  38,  rather,  38  -  38  through  41  -  looking  from  the  Civic 
Center  Plaza,  you  can  see  how  very  visible  this  new  administrative  building  would  be.  And  I  think  the 
Option  A,  the  taller  option,  would  be  too  intrusive  on  Civic  Center.  That's  something  you  have  to 
keep  in  mind. 

I  would  like  to  see  more  description  in  the  EIR  of  the  design  of  the  building.  I  know  it's  in  a 
preliminary  stage,  but  I  think  it's  very  important  to  know  this. 

It's  important  to  keep  in  mind  that  unlike  many  other  projects  of  significance,  such  as  this  one,  we're 
not  dealing  with  a  private  developer.  There's  no  concern  about  historic  preservation.  I  don't  know 
anyone  -  myself  included  -  who  wants  to  save  any  of  the  building  that's  on  that  corner  now.  There's 
nothing  to  worry  about  there. 

But  I  think  the  city  deserves  to  have  the  finest  possible  building  -  and  I'm  talking  about  architectural 
design,  which  is  always  my  greatest  concern,  along  with  historic  preservation  -  should  be  the  finest 
possible  building  designed  by  the  city  architect.  And  I  have  nothing  but  admiration  for  Tony  Irons 
with  the  great  job  he  did  with  City  Hall.  But  here  we  have  a  brand  new  building,  a  very  different 
situation,  and  it  should  be  something  we  can  all  be  very  proud  of. 

I  was  always  disappointed  with  the  way  the  exterior  of  the  new  main  public  library  came  out.  The  new 
courthouse  across  the  street  came  out  fairly  well  for  its  setting,  except  for  that  ridiculous  little  cone 
thing  on  the  corner. 

But  I  think  this  new  building  at  Golden  Gate  and  Polk  needs  to  be  an  important  building.  Just  because 
it's  a  block  up  the  hill  doesn't  mean  it  is  not  important,  you  can  neglect  it.  It  should  have  the  finest 
possible  design.  Make  it  more  like  the  new  state  building,  if  possible,  so  that  it  blends  in.  (Michael 
Levin) 
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Vni.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 
D.  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Response  to  Comments  K 

K-l)     As  stated  in  the  EIR  on  p.  22,  "The  project  is  anticipated  to  be  executed  through  a  design-build 
process,  meaning  that  the  City  would  select  a  single  team  to  complete  the  final  design  and 
construct  the  building.  Therefore,  the  final  design  is  subject  to  change,  particularly  as  concerns 
architectural  details.  The  design-build  process  is  subject  to  final  approval  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  the  mayor."  Art  Commission  approval  would  be  required  for  the  design,  as 
noted  on  p.  23. 

As  also  stated  in  the  EIR,  on  p.  19,  "The  preliminary  design  .  .  .  indicates  a  slightly  curved  facade 
in  the  center  portion  of  levels  three  through  12  (for  Option  A)  (levels  three  through  10  for 
Option  B)  that  would  echo  the  curved  facade  of  the  new  State  Office  Building  across  Polk 
Street." 

Comments 

I'm  the  chairman  of  Civic  Pride,  which  is  the  Civic  Center  Improvement  Committee.  And  I  have  a 
few  comments  to  make  on  the  accuracy  and  completeness  of  the  EIR. 

First  of  all,  as  EIR  notes,  this  building  has  been  discussed  for  a  decade  or  more.  But  I  think  there's  an 
important  fact  missing,  and  that  is  that  the  City  had  an  office  building  on  McAllister  Street  which  was 
demolished  for  the  courts.  And,  in  fact,  that's  where  the  Planning  Department  used  to  be.  And  it's 
always  been  my  understanding  that  there's  a  piece  of  paper  which  says  that  the  Planning  Department 
gets  to  come  back  to  the  Civic  Center  as  soon  as  there's  a  new  building.  But  I  suspect  that  you  are  not 
going  to  be  a  tenant  in  this  building. 

Be  that  as  it  may,  I  think  there  needs  to  be  reference  to  that  former  building,  because  it  gives  us  more 
of  a  sense  of  the  process,  and  what's  it's  about  here.  We're  not  just  moving  people  to  the  Civic  Center 
because  we  think  it's  a  good  idea,  but  because  the  city  employees  were  there  before  and  were 
removed. 

Secondly,  with  regard  to  traffic,  I  think  one  of  the  outstanding  traffic  issues  in  the  block  of  Golden 
Gate  has  always  been  the  queuing  at  Stars  Restaurant.  Maybe  under  the  new  administration  that  isn't 
as  much  of  a  problem.  But  I  think  that  needs  to  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

Thirdly,  I'm  sure  there's  going  to  be  a  great  deal  of  huffing  and  puffing  over  shadows,  and  so  forth. 
And  people  are  going  to  trot  out  the  tot  lot,  and  go  on  and  on  about  it.  I  wish  to  remind  all  of  you  that 
those  two  tot  lots  are  temporary.  Temporary.  They  are  not  necessarily  temporary  in  being  in  Civic 
Center  Plaza,  but  they  are  temporary  in  the  locations  they  are,  because  the  City,  hopefully,  will 
eventually  replan  and  rebuild  the  plaza.  And  the  equipment  that  has  been  installed  there  can  be 
removed,  put  in  storage,  and  then  used  again.  So  that  needs  to  be  referenced. 
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VIII.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


D.  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

Lastly,  with  regard  to  height,  it  has  been  in  informally  suggested  that  the  shoulder  of  the  state  building 
should  be  the  demarcation  line  for  the  height  of  the  building.  And  I  think  that  makes  a  good  deal  of 
sense.  And  I  think  that  the  14-story  building  pushes  that  too  much.  I  think  a  13-story  alternative 
might  need  to  be  looked  at.  A  12-story  one,  I  think,  fits  better.  But  I  think  the  14-story  one  just  is 
inappropriate  in  terms  of  the  aesthetics  of  the  area.  (James  Haas) 

Responses  to  Comments  L 

L-l)     As  stated  on  EIR  p.  22,  under  "Project  Sponsor's  Objectives,"  the  City  desires,  among  other 

objectives,  to  consolidate  administrative  offices  near  City  Hall  to  facilitate  interaction  between 
City  employees,  each  other,  and  the  public  and  achieve  long-term  cost  savings  by  reducing  City- 
leased  space.  The  commenter  correctly  notes  that  a  city  office  building  formerly  existed  at 
450  McAllister  Street,  on  part  of  the  site  of  the  new  Civic  Center  Courthouse.  With  the  opening 
of  the  courthouse,  some  former  courts  space  in  City  Hall  was  made  available  for  office  use. 

L-2)     To  the  extent  that  vehicles  double-park  in  front  of  Stars  Restaurant,  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
between  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Polk  Street  -  in  the  building  adjacent  to  the  project  site  -  it  is 
likely  to  occur  in  the  evening  and/or  during  lunch  time,  both  outside  the  afternoon  peak  hour,  and 
thus  would  not  affect  traffic  conditions  analyzed  in  the  EIR.  Golden  Gate  Avenue  is  one-way 
eastbound,  with  three  lanes.  The  right  lane  approaching  Polk  Street  is  for  right  turns  only. 
Because  of  the  street's  capacity,  in  general,  double-parking  does  not  adversely  affect  conditions 
on  Golden  Gate  Avenue. 

L-3)     The  comment  is  noted.  The  EIR  assesses  all  effects,  including  shadow  impacts,  based  on 

existing  conditions,  which  include  the  existing  Tot  Lots  (playgrounds)  in  Civic  Center  Plaza. 
Although  there  have  been  proposals  advanced  in  recent  years  to  restore  the  plaza  to  its  original 
1912  design,  there  is  no  current  active  plan  for  alterations  that  would  eliminate  the  Tot  Lots. 

L-4)     The  comment  is  noted  and  will  be  considered  by  the  Planning  Commission  and  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  consideration  of  the  proposed  rezoning,  as  well  other  City  decision-makers. 
Should  a  13-story  building  be  considered,  effects  would  be  within  the  range  of  impacts  described 
in  the  EIR. 
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INITIAL  STUDY 

NOTICE  THAT  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


Date  of  this  Notice:  September  18,  1999 


Lead  Agency:      City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Planning  Department 
1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Agency  Contact  Person:  BillWycko  Telephone:  (415)558-6294 


Project  Title:  97.478E:  City  Administrative        Project  Sponsor:  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Building  Administrative  Services 

Contact  Person:  Tony  Irons,  City  Architect 
(415)  554-4531 


Project  Address:  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  at  Polk  Street 

Assessor's  Block  and  Lot:       Block  766,  Lot  1 
City  and  County:  San  Francisco 


Project  Description:  At  Polk  Street  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue  in  the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center,  the 
proposed  project  includes  acquisition  and  demolition  of  an  existing  184,000-square-foot  office  building, 
vacated  by  the  State  of  California  following  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  due  to  structural  damage, 
and  construction  of  an  approximately  234-foot  tall  office  building  containing  about  325,000  square  feet 
of  floor  area,  and  about  100  parking  spaces.  The  new  building  would  be  occupied  by  City  workers 
primarily  now  working  in  leased  City  office  space  elsewhere  in  the  greater  Civic  Center  area. 
Acquisition  of  the  site  would  require  approval  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Demolition  and  new 
construction  would  require  permits  from  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection. 

The  proposed  project  would  also  require  rezoning  and  a  General  Plan  Amendment  to  permit  increased 
height  and  bulk  (approval  by  Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors)  and  a  variance  for  fewer 
than  Code-required  parking  and  loading  spaces  (Zoning  Administrator). 


TfflS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.  This  determination  is  based  upon  the 
criteria  of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15063  (Initial  Study),  15064 
(Determining  Significant  Effect),  and  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance),  and  the  following 
reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Study  for  the  project,  which  is  attached. 


Deadline  for  Filing  an  Appeal  to  the  Planning  Commission  of  this  Determination  that  an  EIR  is  required  is 
October  18, 1999.  An  appeal  requires:  1)  a  letter  specif/irjg/tjie  grounjl^lfbr  appeal,  and  2)  a  $209.00  filing  fee. 


,  Environmental  Review  Officer 
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CITY  ADMINISTRATIVE  BUILDING  (525  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE) 

INITIAL  STUDY 
97.478E 

I.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  site  is  at  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  at  the  comer  of  Golden  Gate  Avenue  and  Polk  Street  at 
the  northwestern  corner  of  the  Civic  Center  (see  Figure  1).  The  project  would  involve  acquisition  of  the 
site  by  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  demolition  of  an  existing  vacant  office  building  on  the  site,  and 
construction  of  a  new  16-story,  approximately  234-foot  tall  building  for  City  offices.  The  new  City 
Administrative  Building  is  anticipated  to  include  two  basement  parking  levels,  one  of  which  would  be 
approximately  at  grade  on  the  rear  (Redwood  Street)  side  of  the  building  and  which  would  include  a 
loading  dock  on  Redwood  and  the  entry  to  the  parking  garage.  The  project  would  provide  approximately 
325,000  square  feet  of  floor  area,  exclusive  of  the  mechanical  penthouse,  including  about  275,000  sq.  ft. 
of  office  space  and  about  50,000  sq.  ft.  devoted  to  parking,  vehicular  circulation,  and  loading  dock.  This 
would  support  approximately  1,000  City  employees,  most  of  whom  are  expected  to  be  relocated  from 
existing  leased  office  space  elsewhere  in  the  greater  Civic  Center.  The  building  would  also 
accommodate  the  City  law  library. 

The  project  would  include  rezoning  of  the  site  to  accommodate  the  proposed  234-foot  building. 
Approximately  100  parking  spaces  would  be  provided  (about  140  spaces  with  valet  operations),  and  the 
project  will  seek  a  Variance  from  the  Planning  Code  requirement  for  on-site  parking.  The  project  would 
include  one  loading  space  to  accommodate  vans  and  small  trucks  at  a  loading  dock  on  Redwood  Street;  a 
Variance  will  be  sought  from  the  Planning  Code  requirement  for  a  second  loading  space  (Sec.  152).  The 
project  would  include  at  least  38  bicycle  parking  spaces  in  compliance  with  Planning  Code 
Section  155.1,  and  would  include  at  least  four  showers  and  eight  clothes  lockers  in  accordance  with 
Planning  Code  Section  155.3. 

The  approximately  22,000-sq.-ft.  site  consists  of  Lot  1  in  Assessor's  Block  766,  and  is  currently  occupied 
by  a  seven-story  State  of  California  office  building  that  has  been  vacant  since  shortly  after  the  1989 
Loma  Prieta  earthquake.1  The  site  is  within  a  P  (Public)  Use  District  and  a  130-E  (130-foot  height  limit, 
bulk  limits  above  65  feet)  Height  and  Bulk  District.  There  is  no  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  limit  in  a  P 
District.  The  site  is  immediately  adjacent  to  the  two  historic  districts  listed  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  and  to  the  local  Civic  Center  Historic  District,  listed  in  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning 
Code;  each  of  these  three  districts  extends  along  the  southern  boundary  of  the  project  site  on  Redwood 
Street.  It  is  adjacent  on  the  west  to  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  Special  Use  District,  and  is  one  block  west  of 
the  North  of  Market  Residential  Special  Use  District. 


State  of  California,  Department  of  General  Services,  San  Francisco/Oakland  State  Facilities  Plan,  May  1992, 
p.  A. 14. 
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Project  Location 

A.3 


With  the  exception  of  the  law  library,  the  entire  proposed  building  would  be  used  for  City  employee 
office  space,  most  likely  departments  currently  located  in  leased  space  elsewhere  in  the  greater  Civic 
Center  area. 

The  proposed  City  Administrative  Building  is  anticipated  to  be  constructed  pursuant  to  a  pilot  program 
for  the  design  and  construction  of  new  Resource-Efficient  City  Buildings  approved  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  May  1999  and  by  the  Mayor  in  June  1999.  The  pilot  program  calls  for  the  creation  of  a 
multi-departmental  task  force  that,  along  with  the  Bureau  of  Architecture  within  the  Department  of 
Public  Works,  will  identify  several  Pilot  Projects  from  among  construction  projects  proposed  by  several 
City  departments.  The  Pilot  Projects  will  be  selected  to  demonstrate  innovative  construction  techniques, 
building  materials,  landscaping  techniques,  and/or  other  building  systems  addressing  11  separate  goals: 
A)  improved  energy  efficiency;  B)  consideration  of  energy  generation  by  passive  solar  or  other 
renewable  source;  C)  improved  water  conservation;  D)  healthy  indoor  air  quality;  E)  adequate  storage 
and  collection  of  recyclables;  F)  environmentally  sensitive  landscaping,  including  planting  of  drought- 
resistant  native  plants  and  design  for  landscape  maintenance  using  integrated  pest  management; 
G)  procurement  of  building  materials  with  minimal  impact  on  indoor  air  quality,  maximized  recycled 
product  content,  and  future  recycling  potential;  H)  building  design  features  that  discourage  pest 
infestation,  such  as  sloping  ledges  to  discourage  the  roosting  of  pigeons  and  easy-to-clean  floor  surfaces 
to  discourage  dust  mites  and  other  insects;  I)  stormwater  management;  J)  water  pollution  prevention;  and 
K)  wastewater  recycling.  The  Bureau  of  Architecture  is  to  report  to  the  Supervisors  by  2002  on  the 
environmental,  health,  and/or  economic  benefits  of  the  Pilot  Projects;  standards  for  and  methodology  for 
evaluating  the  resource  efficiency  of  future  projects,  and  the  success  of  the  pilot  program. 

The  proposed  City  Administrative  Building  would  be  a  steel-frame  structure  clad  in  panels  of  masonry 
and/or  stone  and  glass  and  intended  to  be  compatible  with  other  public  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center. 
Based  on  preliminary  design  work,  the  new  building  is  anticipated  to  be  constructed  as  a  series  of 
stepped  geometric  forms  and  setbacks  specifically  designed  to  minimize  the  building's  apparent  mass  and 
reduce  ground-level  wind  and  shadow  effects.  The  current  design  calls  for  the  primary  northern  facade, 
on  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  to  have  a  street  wall  134  feet  tall  along  approximately  the  western  two-thirds  of 
the  facade,  stepping  down  to  a  70-foot  base  on  Polk  Street.  A  tower  would  rise  above  a  five-foot  setback 
at  the  134-foot  level,  to  a  height  of  up  to  about  210  feet.  This  setback  would  exist  around  the  entire 
building,  except  at  the  corner  of  Polk  and  Golden  Gate,  where  the  northeast  corner  of  the  hexagonal 
tower  would  have  a  deeper  diagonal  setback,  or  chamfer,  and  at  the  opposite,  southwest  corner  of  the 
tower,  where  a  comparable  chamfer  would  occur.  A  mechanical  penthouse  would  rise  to  234  feet  and  be 
set  back  the  same  five  feet  from  the  southern  facade,  and  deeply  set  back  from  the  west,  north  and  eastern 
facades.  Figure  2  depicts  axonometric  drawings  of  the  proposed  building  massing,  showing  the  various 
setbacks.  This  massing  model  was  used  for  wind  and  shadow  studies.  The  treatment  of  the  building 
facades,  their  shape,  and  treatment  of  materials  may  deviate  from  this  model.  Figures  3  and  4  depict 
axonometric  views  of  a  conceptual  design  for  the  proposed  building,  derived  from  the  massing  model. 
This  scheme  is  not  approved,  but  does  illustrate  one  potential  design  approach. 
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Figure  3 

Schematic  Model  of  Project 
Viewed  from  Southeast 
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SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates 
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Figure  4 

Schematic  Models  of  Project 


The  main  pedestrian  entrance  would  be  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  near  the  corner  of  Polk  Street.  The 
main  lobby  inside  this  entrance  would  lead  to  elevators  approximately  in  the  center  of  the  building  that 
would  serve  all  upper  floors.  A  secondary  pedestrian  entrance  would  be  on  Polk  Street.  As  noted  above, 
the  building  would  have  a  parking  entrance  and  freight  loading  dock  on  Redwood  Street,  along  the 
southern  facade.  Trash  and  recycling  receptacles  would  also  be  located  in  this  area. 

The  project  would  include  demolition  of  the  existing  525  Golden  Gate  building,  which  sustained  damage 
to  its  facade  and  interior  in  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.  Prior  to  demolition,  the  City  or  the  state 
would  undertake  remediation  of  asbestos  and  other  potentially  hazardous  materials  in  accordance  with 
local,  state,  and  federal  laws  and  regulations. 

The  existing  525  Golden  Gate  building  was  constructed  in  1959  and  is  not  rated  in  any  known 
architectural  surveys;  as  noted  above,  the  site  is  adjacent  to  nationally  and  locally  designated  historic 
districts.  There  is  no  parking  in  the  existing  building,  which  contains  one  off-street  loading  space.  There 
are  vacant  planter  boxes  at  street  level  on  the  front  facade  of  the  existing  building,  but  no  vegetation  on 
the  site.  Existing  street  trees  on  the  Golden  Gate  Avenue  and  Polk  Street  sidewalks  in  front  of  the  project 
site  would  be  replaced. 

Excavation  would  be  required  to  a  depth  of  approximately  30  feet  below  the  grade  level  on  Golden  Gate 
Avenue.  The  existing  building  basement,  including  the  existing  loading  dock  on  Redwood  Street,  would 
be  demolished.  The  project  may  include  pile  driving  as  part  of  its  foundation  system.  A  geotechnical 
report  would  be  prepared  for  the  project  sponsor  and  its  recommendations  reviewed  and  accepted  by  the 
Department  of  Building  Inspection  prior  to  the  start  of  excavation  or  construction. 

Project  construction  is  anticipated  to  begin  with  demolition  and  last  for  approximately  36  months, 
meaning  occupancy  would  occur  in  mid-2003,  assuming  the  project  were  to  begin  in  mid-2000.  No 
source  of  funding  for  construction  has  yet  been  identified. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  would  be  asked  to  approve  acquisition  of  the  project  site  from  the  state.  The 
Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  would  be  asked  to  approve  a  General  Plan  Amendment 
and  rezoning  of  the  site  to  change  the  Height  and  Bulk  District  of  the  entire  site  from  130-E  to  allow  for 
construction  of  a  234-foot-tall  building.  Because  the  project  would  be  a  public  building  constructed  on 
City-owned  land,  the  Art  Commission  must  approve  the  building  design.  The  Planning  Commission  or 
Planning  Department  must  consider  a  General  Plan  referral  for  conformity  with  the  General  Plan  for 
acquisition  of  the  site,  demolition  of  existing  building,  and  construction  of  the  project.  The  project 
would  require  demolition  and  construction  permits  from  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  and  a 
variance  from  the  Zoning  Administrator  for  providing  less  than  the  Planning  Code-required  amount  of 
parking  and  loading.  No  building  permit  applications  have  been  filed  to  date. 
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II.  SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


A.  EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

The  City  Administrative  Building  project  is  examined  in  this  Initial  Study  to  identify  potential  effects  on 
the  environment.  Project-specific  impacts  on  visual  quality,  transportation,  shadow,  and  wind  have  been 
determined  to  be  potentially  significant,  and  will  be  analyzed  in  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR). 

B.  EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 

The  following  potential  impacts  were  determined  either  to  be  insignificant  or  to  be  mitigated  through 
measures  included  in  the  project.  These  items  are  discussed  in  Section  III  below,  and  require  no  further 
environmental  analysis  in  the  EIR:  land  use,  population,  noise,  air  quality,  utilities/public  services, 
biology,  geology/topography,  water,  energy,  hazards,  and  cultural  resources. 

III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST  AND  DISCUSSION 

Not 

A.    COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS  Discussed  Applicable 

1)  Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  or  changes  proposed  to  the 

Planning  Code  or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable.  X   

2)  Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted  environmental  plans  and  goals  of 

the  City  or  Region,  if  applicable.  X  X 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  City  Zoning  Maps,  governs 
permitted  uses,  densities  and  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  Permits  to  construct  new 
buildings  or  to  alter  or  demolish  existing  ones  may  not  be  issued  unless  the  proposed  project  conforms  to 
the  Code  or  an  exception  is  granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Code. 

The  project  site  is  within  a  P  (Public)  Use  District,  which  includes  land  that  is  owned  by  a  governmental 
agency  and  is  in  some  form  of  public  use.  Generally,  uses  allowed  in  a  P  district  are  public  structures 
and  uses  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  accessory  nonpublic  uses,  when  in  conformity  with 
the  General  Plan  and  other  applicable  laws  and  regulations  (Planning  Code  Section  234.1). 

The  project  site  is  within  a  130-E  (130-foot  height  limit,  bulk  limits  above  65  feet)  Height  and  Bulk 
District  and  would  require  a  rezoning  to  a  height  limit  of  240  feet  to  permit  construction  of  the  234-foot- 
tall  project.  The  project  would  also  require  rezoning  to  an  "I"  bulk  district  (above  150  feet,  maximum 
length  of  170  feet  and  maximum  diagonal  dimension  of  200  feet).  Finally,  the  project  would  require  a 
General  Plan  Amendment  to  revise  the  Height  and  Bulk  maps  in  the  Urban  Design  Element  (Maps  4 
and  5,  pp.  1.5.34  and  1.5.35).  The  rezoning  to  a  240-1  height  and  bulk  district  and  the  General  Plan 
Amendment  require  approval  by  the  Planning  Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  proposed 
rezoning  would  create  a  height  and  bulk  district  with  a  greater  height  limit  than  elsewhere  in  the 
immediate  project  vicinity.  The  Philip  Burton  Federal  Building,  diagonally  across  the  intersection  of 
Polk  and  Golden  Gate  from  the  project  site,  is  located  in  the  130-E  Height  and  Bulk  District,  but  is 
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approximately  295  feet  tall.  Similarly,  the  new  State  of  California  office  building,  across  Polk  Street 
from  the  project  site,  is  within  an  80-X  Height  and  Bulk  District  but  is  about  185  feet  tall.  However, 
federal  and  state  properties  are  not  subject  to  City  zoning  laws.  The  nearest  240-foot  height  districts  are 
at  Franklin  and  Turk  Streets,  three  blocks  northwest  of  the  project  site  (part  of  a  district  that  extends 
north  and  west  on  Cathedral  Hill)  and  at  Eighth  and  Mission  Streets,  six  blocks  southeast  of  the  site. 
There  is  a  320-foot  height  district  at  Fell,  Tenth,  and  Market  Streets,  five  blocks  south  of  the  site.  The 
remainder  of  the  project  vicinity  is  generally  governed  by  height  limits  of  70  to  130  feet.  There  is  no 
Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  limit  in  a  P  District. 

Zoning  in  the  vicinity  is  P  to  the  south  and  east  within  the  San  Francisco  Civic  Center,  NC-3  (Moderate- 
Scale  Neighborhood  Commercial)  immediately  north  across  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  largely  RC-4 
(Residential-Commercial  Combined,  High  Density)  elsewhere  to  the  north  and  NC-3  and  RM-2 
(Residential,  Mixed,  Moderate  Density)  to  the  west.  Areas  of  C-3-G  (Downtown  General  Commercial) 
exist  about  two  blocks  to  the  east. 

The  site  is  immediately  adjacent  to  the  two  historic  districts  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  and  to  the  local  Civic  Center  Historic  District,  listed  in  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code;  each 
of  these  three  districts  extends  along  the  southern  boundary  of  the  project  site  on  Redwood  Street.  It  is 
adjacent  on  the  west  to  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  Special  Use  District,  and  is  one  block  west  of  the  North  of 
Market  Residential  Special  Use  District. 

As  a  City  office  building,  the  project  is  not  subject  to  approval  under  Planning  Code  Section  321  and 
322,  the  Office  Development  Annual  Limit,  nor  is  the  project  subject  to  other  Planning  Code 
requirements  for  private  office  projects,  including  the  Office  Affordable  Housing  Production  Program 
(Section  313  et.  seq.  \  currently  proposed  for  revision  as  the  Jobs-Housing  Linkage  Program),  the 
provision  of  child  care  fees  (Section  314  et.  seq.),  or  the  payment  of  transit  impact  development  fees 
under  Article  38  of  the  Administrative  Code. 

Environmental  plans  and  policies,  like  the  '97  Clean  Air  Plan,  directly  address  physical  environmental 
issues  and/or  contain  standards  or  targets  that  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve  or  improve  specific 
components  of  the  City's  physical  environment.  The  proposed  project  would  not  obviously  or 
substantially  conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy. 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  General  Plan  provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide 
land  use  decisions.  The  proposed  project  is  within  that  part  of  San  Francisco  covered  by  the  Civic  Center 
Plan,  an  area  plan  contained  within  the  General  Plan.  The  Civic  Center  Plan  calls  for  "maintain[ing]  and 
reinforcfing]  the  Civic  Center  as  the  symbolic  and  ceremonial  focus  of  community  government  and 
culture"  (Objective  1);  "emphasiz[ing]  key  public  buildings,  particularly  City  Hall,  through  visually 
prominent  siting"  (Objective  1,  Policy  1);  "maintain[ing]  the  formal  architectural  character  of  the  Civic 
Center;"  (Objective  1,  Policy  2);  and  "design[ing]  Civic  Center  buildings  and  open  spaces  to  serve  as 
public  gathering  places  for  ceremonial,  cultural,  recreational,  and  other  community  activities" 
(Objective  1,  Policy  3).  The  Civic  Center  Plan  also  states  that  the  City  should  "develop  the  Civic  Center 
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as  a  cohesive  area  for  the  administrative  functions  of  city,  state,  and  federal  government,  and  as  a  focal 
point  for  cultural,  ceremonial,  and  community  activities"  (Objective  2);  "design  the  Civic  Center  to 
promote  efficiency  and  convenience  within  and  between  the  governmental  entities  represented,  and 
provide  for  their  orderly  expansion"  (Objective  2,  Policy  1);  "encourage  governmental  activities  of  each 
level  of  government  to  locate  within  a  'sphere  of  influence'  within  the  Civic  Center  to  avoid  inefficient 
dispersal  of  these  activities  throughout  the  area"  (Objective  2,  Policy  3);  and  "encourage  administrative- 
oriented  governmental  functions  (executive,  legislative,  and  judicial)  to  locate  in  new  consolidated 
facilities  rather  than  being  dispersed  throughout  the  adjacent  area  in  leased  or  rented  quarters" 
(Objective  2,  Policy  4).  In  addition,  the  Plan  calls  for  "locat[ing]  buildings  employing  large  number  of 
employees  and/or  attracting  large  numbers  of  visitors  in  convenient  pedestrian  proximity  to  public  transit 
and  off-street  parking  facilities"  (Objective  3,  Policy  1);  "locating]  parking  beyond  the  western 
periphery  of  the  Civic  Center  core,  with  direct  vehicular  access  to  major  thoroughfares"  (Objective  3, 
Policy  2)2;  and  "providing]  and  pric[ing]  parking  for  short-term  visitor  use,  and  discouraging]  long- 
term  parking.  Encourage  transit  as  the  primary  means  of  access  to  the  Civic  Center"  (Objective  3, 
Policy  3).  The  project  would  generally  be  consistent  with  the  above  policies  as  it  would  locate  a  new 
City  office  building  that  would  consolidate  now-dispersed  City  offices  in  the  immediate  Civic  Center 
area,  while  providing  parking  outside  the  Civic  Center  core,  which  is  bounded  by  Redwood  Street  (see 
Figure  1,  p.  3). 

In  general,  potential  conflicts,  if  any,  with  the  General  Plan  are  considered  by  the  decisions-makers 
(normally  the  Planning  Department  and  Planning  Commission)  independently  of  the  environmental 
review  process,  as  part  of  the  decision  to  approve,  modify  or  disapprove  a  proposed  project.  Any 
potential  conflict  not  identified  here  could  be  considered  in  that  context,  and  would  not  alter  the  physical 
environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project.  The  relationship  of  the  proposed  project  to  objectives  and 
policies  of  the  General  Plan  also  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

On  November  4,  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  passed  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning 
Initiative,  which  established  eight  Priority  Policies.  These  policies  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of 
neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  protection  of  neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of 
affordable  housing;  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and  service  land 
uses  from  commercial  office  development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business 
ownership;  earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open 
space.  Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or  development  agreement,  the 
City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  or  legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies. 
The  Zoning  Administrator  in  considering  the  variance  application,  and  the  Planning  Commission,  in 
considering  the  project  design  and  the  proposed  rezoning,  will  determine  whether  the  project  is 
consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies. 


2    As  the  project  is  outside  the  Civic  Center  "Core  Area,"  the  site  is  identified  as  a  parking  location  in  the  Civic 
Center  Plan  map. 
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B.    ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


1)  Land  Use  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement 

of  an  established  community?    X  X 

(b)  Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the 

existing  character  of  the  vicinity?    X  X 

The  project  site  was  occupied  by  government  offices  until  shortly  after  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake. 
Land  uses  south  and  east  of  the  project  site  are  primarily  offices  of  city,  state,  and  federal  agencies.  The 
new  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  Courthouse  is  immediately  south,  across  Redwood  Street,  and  City  Hall 
and  the  Department  of  Public  Health  are  further  south.  The  State  of  California  Civic  Center  Complex, 
including  a  new  office  building  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue  and  the  historic  California  State  Building  on 
McAllister  Street,  is  to  the  east,  across  Polk  Street.  To  the  southeast  are  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the  Old 
Main  Library  building  (the  future  home  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum),  New  Main  Library,  and  Bill  Graham 
Civic  Auditorium.  Northeast,  across  the  intersection  of  Polk  and  Golden  Gate,  is  the  Phillip  Burton 
Federal  Building.  There  are  office  uses  to  the  north  and  commercial  uses  to  the  west.  A  new  public 
elementary  school  is  located  on  the  block  immediately  north  of  the  site,  between  Turk  and  Elm  Streets  at 
Van  Ness  Avenue.  The  nearest  residences  are  condominiums  at  Opera  Plaza,  at  Van  Ness  Avenue  and 
Golden  Gate,  one  block  west,  and  apartments  at  Larkin  and  Golden  Gate,  Van  Ness  and  McAllister,  and 
Polk  and  Turk,  all  about  one  block  from  the  site.  The  project,  as  a  reintroduction  of  government  office 
use  on  the  site,  would  be  compatible  with  existing  nearby  uses  and  would  not  disrupt  or  divide  the  Civic 
Center  area.  No  significant  land  use  impacts  would  occur,  and  land  use  will  be  included  in  the  EIR  for 
informational  purposes  only. 

2)  Visual  Quality  -  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

(a)  Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative 

aesthetic  effect?  To  be  Determined 

(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic 

view  or  vista  now  observed  from  public  areas?  To  be  Determined 

(c)  Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  substantially 

impacting  other  properties?    X  X 


The  proposed  project  would  demolish  the  existing  building  on  the  project  site,  which  is  approximately 
100  feet  tall  on  its  eastern  portion  and  up  to  about  125  feet  tall  where  there  is  a  mechanical  penthouse  at 
the  western  portion  of  the  roof.  Following  demolition,  a  new  building  up  to  about  234  feet  tall  would  be 
constructed  on  the  site.  The  project's  effects  on  views  from  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  other  potential 
effects  related  to  visual  quality  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 
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The  project  would  not  include  mirrored  glass,  and  therefore  would  comply  with  Planning  Commission 
Resolution  9212,  which  prohibits  the  use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass.  There  would  be  no  significant 
impacts  related  to  light  and  glare,  and  this  topic  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EDR. 

3)     Population  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Induce  substantial  growth  or 

concentration  of  population?    X  X 

(b)  Displace  a  large  number  of  people 

(involving  either  housing  or  employment)?    X  X 

(c)  Create  a  substantial  demand  for 
additional  housing  in  San  Francisco,  or 

substantially  reduce  the  housing  supply?    X  X 

The  project  would  be  occupied  by  about  1,000  office  workers,  most  of  whom  are  expected  to  be 
relocated  from  existing  leased  office  space  in  the  greater  Civic  Center  area.  Thus,  the  project  would 
represent  new  employment  at  the  site,  since  the  existing  structure  on  the  site  has  been  vacant  since  1989, 
but  not  new  employment  in  San  Francisco.  No  employment  would  be  displaced  by  the  project,  as  there 
are  no  existing  jobs  at  the  project  site.  Assuming  that  the  office  space  currently  occupied  by  the 
relocated  city  workers  would  be  backfilled,  the  project  could  indirectly  foster  employment  growth  in 
San  Francisco.  While  it  is  not  certain  which  City-leased  office  spaces  would  be  vacated,  it  is  assumed 
for  this  analysis  that  the  vacated  space  could  be  reoccupied  with  approximately  the  same  number  of 
employees;  that  is,  about  1,000  employees.  Some  of  these  would  likely  be  new  to  San  Francisco;  some 
would  relocate  from  other  San  Francisco  office  buildings.  Overall  employment  in  San  Francisco  is 
projected  to  grow  from  about  535,000  employees  to  about  673,500  employees  in  2015,  an  increase  of 
26  percent.3  Therefore,  the  indirect  project-related  employment  growth  could  constitute  less  than 
1  percent  of  citywide  employment  growth  by  the-y-ear  2015.  This  potential  increase  in  employment 
would  be  minimal  in  the  context  of  the  total  employment  in  greater  San  Francisco.  Further,  whether  the 
above-noted  new  jobs  would  be  created  is  speculative  because,  while  the  project  would  make  available 
the  space  to  accommodate  those  workers,  the  project  would  not,  in  contrast  to  a  private  office  building, 
be  undertaken  in  response  to  market  demand  for  office  space. 

San  Francisco  consistently  ranks  as  one  of  the  most  expensive  housing  markets  in  the  United  States. 
San  Francisco  is  the  central  city  in  an  attractive  region  known  for  its  agreeable  climate,  open  space  and 
recreational  opportunities,  cultural  amenities,  strong  and  diverse  economy,  and  prominent  educational 
institutions.  As  a  regional  employment  center,  San  Francisco  attracts  people  who  want  to  live  close  to 
where  they  work,  as  well  as  those  who  work  elsewhere  but  desire  to  live  in  the  City.  These  factors 
continue  to  support  strong  housing  demands  in  the  City.  New  housing  to  relieve  the  market  pressure 


3    Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc.,  San  Francisco  Cumulative  Growth  Scenario:  Final  Technical  Memorandum, 
prepared  for  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  March  30,  1998.. 
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created  by  the  strong  demand  is  particularly  difficult  to  provide  in  San  Francisco  because  the  amount  of 
land  available  is  limited,  and  because  land  and  development  costs  are  high. 

An  estimated  311,300  households  resided  in  San  Francisco  in  1995.  By  2015,  San  Francisco  households 
are  expected  to  increase  by  32,300,  a  10  percent  increase.4  Based  on  a  nexus  study  prepared  for  the 
proposed  update  of  the  Office  Affordable  Housing  Production  Program,  if  the  1,000  new  jobs  described 
above  were  to  be  created,  they  would  create  a  demand  for  337  new  dwelling  units.5  Housing  demand  in 
and  of  itself  is  not  a  physical  environmental  effect,  but  an  imbalance  between  local  employment  and 
housing  can  lead  to  long  commutes  with  traffic  and  air  quality  impacts.  Traffic  issues  will  be  analyzed 
in  the  EIR;  see  Section  III.B.6,  p.  19  below,  regarding  air  quality. 

In  light  of  the  above,  the  project  would  not  result  in  significant  effects  related  to  population  and  housing, 
and  these  issues  require  no  further  analysis  in  the  EIR.  However,  issues  relating  to  growth  inducement 
will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 


4)     Transportation  /  Circulation  -  Could  the  project:     Yes        No  Discussed 


(a)  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial 
in  relation  to  the  existing  traffic  load  and 
capacity  of  the  street  system? 

(b)  Interfere  with  existing  transportation  systems, 
causing  substantial  alterations  to  circulation 
patterns  or  major  traffic  hazards? 

(c)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit  demand 
which  cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing  or 
proposed  transit  capacity? 

(d)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking  demand 
which  cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing 
parking  facilities? 


To  be  Determined 


To  be  Determined 


To  be  Determined 


To  be  Determined 


Increased  employment  on  the  project  site  would  generate  increased  demand  on  the  local  transportation 
system,  including  increased  traffic  and  increased  transit  demand.  Project  effects  on  transportation  and 
circulation,  including  intersection  operations,  transit  demand,  and  impacts  on  pedestrian  circulation, 
parking,  and  freight  loading,  as  well  as  construction  impacts,  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 


Keyser  Marston  Associates,  Inc.,  cited  in  Note  3. 
5    This  method  uses  the  estimated  increase  in  employment  (1,000  employees)  by  the  fraction  of  San  Francisco 
employees  who  live  in  the  City  (55%).  This  result,  the  approximate  number  of  project-related  employees  who 
would  live  in  the  City  (550),  is  divided  by  the  average  number  of  San  Francisco  workers  in  households  where 
San  Francisco  workers  reside  (1.63).  The  estimated  housing  demand  would  be  736  units  (1,000  x  0.55  +1.63  = 
337). 
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5)     Noise  -  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

(a)  Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise 

levels  for  adjoining  areas?    X  X 

(b)  Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation 

Standards,  if  applicable?    X  X 

(c)  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing 

noise  levels?  X 


The  existing  ambient  noise  environment  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  City  Administrative  Building  is 
typical  of  downtown  San  Francisco,  dominated  by  vehicular  traffic  including  cars,  trucks,  MUNI  buses 
and  emergency  vehicles.  Noise  measurements  were  taken  at  the  project  site  over  a  two-day  period  in 
«  September  1998.  From  a  location  on  Polk  Street  at  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  24-hour  noise  levels  were 
77  dBA,  Ldn.6  During  the  night  (10:00  p.m..  to  7:00  a.m.),  the  hourly  noise  level  ranged  from  about 
65  dBA  to  about  75  dBA.  During  the  day  (7:00  a.m.  to  10:00  p.m.),  the  hourly  noise  level  ranged  from 
about  69  dBA  to  80  dBA;7  daytime  noise  levels  may  have  been  influenced  by  adjacent  construction. 
Another  24-hour  noise  measurement,  taken  in  1991  (before  the  start  of  several  Civic  Center  Construction 
projects)  on  Larkin  Street  between  Fulton  and  Grove  Streets,  indicated  71  Ldn.8  During  the  night  (10:00 
p.m..  to  7:00  a.m.),  the  hourly  noise  level  ranged  from  about  57  dBA  to  about  68  dBA.  During  the  day 
(7:00  a.m.  to  10:00  p.m.),  the  hourly  noise  level  ranged  from  about  58  dBA  to  69  dBA. 

The  nearest  sensitive  noise  receptors  to  the  project  site  are  residential  units  in  an  apartment  building  at 
512  Van  Ness  Avenue,  between  McAllister  and  Redwood  Streets,  about  one-half  block  from  the  site 
(within  about  100  feet,  measured  at  the  closest  points).  The  new  Tenderloin  Elementary  School  is  on 
Turk  Street  at  Van  Ness  Avenue,  about  one-half  block  north  of  the  site  (within  about  220  feet).  There 
are  also  residential  units  on  the  west  side  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  at  Golden  Gate  Avenue  (Opera  Plaza),  one 
block  west  of  the  site;  at  Turk  and  Polk  Streets,  one  block  north  of  the  site;  and  at  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
and  Larkin  Street,  one  block  east  of  the  site.  Civic" Center  Plaza  is  one-half  block  south  of  the  site,  within 
about  230  feet.  Other  land  uses  in  the  vicinity  include  offices  and  ground-floor  retail  activities. 

Operational  Noise 

The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  General  Plan  contains  guidelines  for  determining  the 
compatibility  of  various  land  uses  with  different  noise  environments.9  In  areas  where  noise  levels  are 
between  65  and  75  dBA  (Ldn),  the  guidelines  recommend  that  new  office  construction  or  development 


6    dBA  is  a  measure  of  sound  in  units  of  decibels  (dB).  The  "A"  denotes  the  A-weighted  scale,  which  simulates  the 
response  of  the  human  ear  to  various  frequencies  of  sound.  Ldn,  the  day-night  average  noise  level,  is  a  noise 
measurement  based  on  human  reaction  to  cumulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period,  taking  into  account 
the  greater  annoyance  of  nighttime  noises;  noise  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  is  weighted  10  dBA  higher  than 
daytime  noise. 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  noise  measurement  taken  September  14  through  17,  1998. 
8    San  Francisco  Main  Library  EIR,  90.808E,  Final  EER.  certified  February  27,  1992;  p.  165. 
San  Francisco  General  Plan,  Environmental  Protection  Element,  p.  1.6.17. 
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should  be  undertaken  only  after  a  detailed  analysis  of  noise  reduction  requirements  is  made  and  needed 
noise  insulation  features  are  included  in  the  project  design.  The  project  would  be  constructed  in  an  area 
where  background  noise  levels  were  found  to  be  about  70  dB  A.  The  project  sponsor  would  ensure  that 
the  final  design  includes  noise  insulation  measures  to  reduce  interior  noise  levels. 

In  addition,  the  project  would  be  required  to  comply  with  San  Francisco  Police  Code  Section  2909, 
"Fixed  Source  Noise  Levels,"  which  regulates  mechanical  equipment  noise.  The  project  site  and 
surrounding  areas  to  the  east  and  south  are  within  a  P  District,  for  which  there  are  no  specific  limits 
included  in  Section  2909;  therefore,  the  project  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the  noise  limits  of  the 
nearest  district  in  which  limits  are  set  forth  in  the  law.  The  more  stringent  limits  applicable  to  the  two 
adjacent  zones  would  be  the  RC-4  district,  located  immediately  adjacent  to  the  western  project  boundary. 
«  The  Ordinance  limits  equipment  noise  levels  at  the  property  line  of  an  affected  structure  to  55  dBA 
between  10:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.  and  60  dBA  between  7:00  a.m.  and  10:00  p.m.  The  proposed  building 
would  be  required  to  comply  with  these  noise  limits.  Since  equipment  noise  would  be  limited  to  55  dBA 
to  meet  the  Ordinance's  nighttime  limit,  the  project's  operational  noise  would  not  exceed  the  ambient 
noise  levels  in  the  project  area  and  therefore,  would  not  be  perceptible. 

The  proposed  project  would  not  include  housing;  therefore,  state  Title  24  Noise  Standards  would  not  be 
applicable. 

Project-related  traffic  increases  would  incrementally  increase  noise  levels  along  local  streets.  Based  on 
traffic  estimates  for  this  project,10  future  (2015)  traffic  increases  along  streets  in  the  project  vicinity 
would  increase  existing  traffic  noise  levels  along  these  streets  by  less  than  2  dBA  (with  and  without  the 
proposed  project).  Noise  increases  attributable  to  the  proposed  project  would  be  less  than  1  dBA.  To 
produce  a  noticeable  noise  increase,  existing  traffic  volumes  generally  would  need  to  double  (a 
100  percent  increase).  Cumulative  and  project-related  traffic  levels  would  increase  by  25  percent  or  less 
on  nearby  streets  including  Golden  Gate  Avenu£_McAllister  Street,  and  Larkin  Street.  The  largest 
cumulative  traffic  increase  would  on  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  where  cumulative  traffic  levels  (2015)  would 
increase  by  41  percent  over  existing  levels  (with  and  without  the  project).  Since  the  proposed  office 
building  would  not  significantly  increase  noise  levels  due  to  project-related  traffic  increases  and 
mechanical  equipment  operation,  no  further  study  is  required  and  operational  noise  will  not  be  addressed 
in  the  EIR. 

Construction  Noise 

Construction  noise  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  San  Francisco 
Police  Code).  The  ordinance  requires  that  noise  levels  of  construction  equipment,  other  than  impact 
tools,  not  exceed  80  decibels  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  the  source.  Impact  tools  (jackhammers,  pile 
drivers,  impact  wrenches)  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Director 


Environmental  Science  Associates,  City  Administrative  Office  Building,  Final  Transportation  Report  (97.478), 
June  9,  1998. 
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of  Public  Works.  Section  2908  of  the  Ordinance  prohibits  construction  between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m. 
if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient  level  by  five  decibels  at  the  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is 
authorized  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works. 

Noise  levels  greater  than  60  dBA  can  interfere  with  normal  speech  and  concentration.  Noise  levels 
greater  than  70  dBA  would  require  office  workers  to  close  windows  or  shout  to  communicate.  General 
stress  reaction  has  been  observed  in  humans  exposed  to  brief  sounds  of  75  dBA."  At  noise  levels  of 
85  dBA,  normal  conversation  is  extremely  difficult,  and  sleep  or  rest  virtually  impossible.  High  noise 
levels  also  can  lead  to  physiological  effects,  such  as  elevated  blood  pressure.12 

Demolition,  excavation,  and  building  construction  would  result  in  a  noticeable,  if  temporary,  increase  in 
the  noise  levels  around  the  project  site.  The  construction  period,  including  demolition  and  site 
preparation,  would  last  approximately  36  months.  Typical  noise  levels  associated  with  different 
construction  phases  range  from  75  to  90  dBA,  measured  at  a  distance  of  50  feet  from  the  source.13  The 
rate  of  attenuation  is  about  six  dBA  for  every  doubling  of  distance  from  a  point  source.  Interior  noise 
levels  are  about  10  to  15  dBA  less  with  windows  open,  and  about  20  dBA  less  with  windows  closed. 
Therefore,  average  exterior  noise  levels  at  the  rear  of  the  512  Van  Ness  Avenue  apartment  building,  100 
feet  away  at  the  closest  point,  would  be  up  to  about  84  dBA,  absent  implementation  of  noise  reduction 
techniques  discussed  below;  interior  noise  levels,  with  windows  closed,  would  be  about  20  decibels 
lower,  or  up  to  about  64  dBA,  and  would  be  bothersome  to  day  sleepers  and  interfere  with  speech. 

Noise  from  construction  equipment  also  could  result  in  temporary  disturbance  (e.g.,  speech  interference) 
to  persons  in  adjacent  office  and  retail  buildings  if  the  noise  level  in  the  interior  of  the  building  were  to 
exceed  45  to  60  dBA.14  Assuming  a  20-dBA  reduction  with  the  windows  closed,  an  exterior  noise  level 
of  65  to  80  dBA  at  receptors  would  maintain  an  acceptable  interior  noise  environment  for  normal 
conversation.  Exterior  noise  levels  at  the  nearest  commercial  uses,  a  restaurant  adjacent  to  the  site  on  the 
west  and  retail  and  office  uses  across  Golden  Gate  Avenue  and  Polk  Street  (each  about  70  feet  wide) 
could  exceed  80  dBA  absent  implementation  of  noise  reduction  techniques  discussed  below. 

Construction  noise  would  be  reduced  by  required  muffling  and  shielding  of  equipment.  Stationary  noise 
sources  could  be  fully  enclosed,  with  openings  baffled  and  located  so  that  they  face  away  from 
residential  uses.  Noise  could  be  further  reduced  by  barriers  erected  around  the  site  and  around  stationary 


The  Central  Institute  for  the  Deaf,  Effects  of  Noise  on  People,  U.S.  EPA,  1971. 

12  Cohen,  Sheldon  et  al.,  "Cardiovascular  and  Behavioral  Effects  of  Community  Noise,"  American  Scientist, 
Volume  69,  October  1981. 

13  Bolt,  Beranek  and  Newman,  December  31,  1971,  Noise  from  Construction  Equipment  and  Home  Appliances, 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

14  In  indoor  noise  environments,  the  highest  noise  level  that  permits  relaxed  conversation  with  100%  intelligibility 
throughout  the  room  is  45  dBA.  Speech  interference  is  considered  to  become  intolerable  when  normal 
conversation  is  precluded  at  3  ft.,  which  occurs  when  background  noise  levels  exceed  60  dBA.  In  outdoor 
environments,  the  highest  noise  level  that  permits  normal  conversation  at  3  ft.  with  95%  sentence  intelligibility  is 
66  dBA  (U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  1974.  Information  on  Levels  of  Environmental  Noise  Requisite 
to  Protect  Public  Health  and  Welfare  with  an  Adequate  Margin  of  Safety). 
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equipment  such  as  compressors,  which  would  reduce  construction  noise  by  as  much  as  5  dBA,  and  by 
locating  stationary  equipment  in  pit  areas  or  excavated  areas,  as  those  areas  would  serve  as  noise  barriers 
Barriers  erected  around  the  site,  which  would  reflect  or  absorb  noise,  could  further  reduce  noise  impacts 
at  pedestrian  level  (and  in  Civic  Center  Plaza),  but  would  not  be  effective  in  reducing  noise  reaching  the 
upper  levels  of  nearby  buildings  because  they  could  not  be  built  high  enough  to  block  the  path  of  sound. 
The  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor  locate  stationary,  noise-generating  construction 
equipment  as  far  as  possible  from  the  512  Van  Ness  Avenue  apartment  building.  Implementation  of 
these  noise-reduction  measures  into  the  construction  program  would  reduce  noise  levels  from  individual 
construction  equipment  to  less  than  80  dBA  at  100  feet,  as  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance. 

It  should  be  noted  that  existing  buildings  would,  to  some  extent,  shield  sensitive  land  uses  from 
construction  noise.  The  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  Courthouse  would  shield  most  units  in 
512  Van  Ness  Avenue  from  construction  noise,  and  would  block  much  of  the  construction  noise  from 
directly  reaching  Civic  Center  Plaza.  At  the  new  elementary  school,  existing  buildings  on  Golden  Gate 
Avenue  would  block  ground-level  noise.  This,  in  combination  with  noise  reduction  measures  and  the 
distance  from  the  project  site  (more  than  200  feet),  would  result  in  noise  levels  from  individual 
construction  equipment  of  75  dBA  or  less  (about  5  dBA  greater  than  existing  levels),  and  interior  noise 
levels  would  be  lower. 

The  project  is  not  anticipated  to  include  pile  driving  as  part  of  its  foundation  system.  If  used,  however, 
pile  driving  would  be  noisier  than  the  conditions  described  above:  conventional  unmuffled  and 
unshielded  pile  drivers  emit  typical  peak  noise  levels  of  about  95  dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  each  time 
the  driver  strikes  the  pile,  although  the  noise  is  intermittent.  Vibration  from  the  impact  during  pile 
driving  would  be  felt  in  adjacent  and  nearby  buildings.  These  vibrations  have  been  found  to  be  more 
disturbing  to  some  people  than  high  noise  levels.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  permits  pile  driving 
operation  under  certain  conditions,  which  may  include  specifying  relatively  quiet  equipment,  pre-drilling 
pile  holes,  and  limiting  hours  of  operation  to  reduce  the  number  of  people  exposed  to  noise  effects.  The 
project  sponsor  has  indicated  that,  if  pile  driving  were  undertaken,  pile  holes  would  be  pre-drilled  to  the 
extent  feasible,  which  would  be  expected  to  reduce  vibration  and  noise  effects.  While  it  is  unclear 
whether  these  potential  effects  would  be  significant  if  unmitigated,  pre-drilling  of  piles  is  identified  as  a 
mitigation  measure  included  in  the  project  (see  Mitigation  Measure,  p.  32),  which  would  ensure  that  the 
impact  would  be  less  than  significant  with  mitigation. 

In  summary,  during  much  of  the  construction  period,  noise  levels  would  be  above  existing  levels  in  the 
project  area.  There  would  be  times  when  noise  could  be  disruptive  or  annoying  to  nearby  residents  and 
occupants  of  nearby  office  and  commercial  uses.  Construction  noise  could  overlap  with  construction 
noise  from  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  across  Civic  Center  Plaza  (although  most  of  that  construction  would 
be  confined  within  the  walls  of  the  Old  Main  Library  building),  and  would  follow  other  construction 
projects  in  the  area,  such  as  the  recently  completed  State  Office  Building  and  City  Hall  retrofit. 
However,  noise  impacts  would  be  temporary  in  nature  and  limited  to  the  approximately  36-month  period 
of  construction,  and  the  project  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance. 
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Therefore,  they  are  not  considered  significant  environmental  impacts  and  will  not  be  discussed  further  in 
the  EIR. 


6)     Air  Quality/Climate  -  Could  the  project: 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


(c) 
(d) 


(a) 


(b) 


Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or 
contribute  substantially  to  an  existing_or 
projected  air  quality  violation? 
Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial 
pollutant  concentrations? 
Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable  odors? 
Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature  (including 
sun  shading  effects)  so  as  to  substantially  affect 
public  areas,  or  change  the  climate  either  in  the 
community  or  region? 


To  be  Determined 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Two  types  of  air  quality  impacts  could  be  expected  from  the  proposed  project:  long-term  impacts  related 
to  use  and  operation  of  the  project,  and  short-term  impacts  from  construction  activity. 

Emissions  From  Operations 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  CEQA  Guidelines  identifies  thresholds  of 
significance  for  determining  whether  the  project's  total  operational  emissions  could  result  in  a  significant 
air  quality  impact.  The  BAAQMD' s  threshold  for  government  office  uses  is  an  office  building  that 
exceeds  approximately  175,000  square  feet  in  size.15  Since  the  proposed  building  would  exceed  this  size, 
the  project  would  have  the  potential  to  result  in  air  quality  impacts,  and  a  quantified  analysis  was 
conducted. 

Based  on  standard  trip  generation  assumptions,  mobile  source  emissions  associated  with  the  proposed 
project  were  calculated  by  combining  trip  generation  rates  with  trip  lengths  (derived  from  the  project 
transportation  study)  and  current  California  vehicular  emissions  factors  (EMFAC7F1.1).  The  results  are 
presented  in  Table  1.  As  indicated  in  Table  1,  project-related  regional  emissions  would  not  exceed 
BAAQMD  significance  thresholds,  and  therefore  project  impacts  would  not  be  significant.  Although  the 
Bay  Area  is  not  in  attainment  with  the  federal  ozone  standard  or  the  state  standards  for  ozone  and  PM10 
(fine  particulate  matter),  the  project's  incremental  contribution  to  this  effect  would  be  considered  de 
minimis;  that  is,  the  project  would  not  meaningfully  affect  the  region's  compliance  with  federal  or  state 
air  quality  standards,  and  the  project  effects  on  regional  air  quality,  therefore,  would  not  be  cumulatively 
considerable. 


15  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD),  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  Assessing  the  Air  Quality 
Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans,  1996. 
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With  regard  to  localized  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  concentrations,  of  the  five  signalized  intersections 
analyzed  in  the  project's  transportation  analysis,  none  would  sustain  an  increase  in  p.m.  peak-hour  traffic 
volume  of  more  than  84  vehicles  (1.5  percent  increase  over  existing  volumes).  CO  emissions  were 
calculated  for  the  intersections  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Hayes  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Golden 
Gate  Avenue,  both  of  which  would  operate  at  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  D,  the  minimum  acceptable  LOS, 

TABLE  1 

ESTIMATED  MOBILE  SOURCE  EMISSIONS  TO  REGIONAL  AIR  BASIN 


Source  (Year) 


Reactive 
Organic 
Gases  (ROG) 


Nitrogen 
Oxides  (NOx) 


Sulfur  Oxides 
(SOx) 


Inhalable 
Particulates 
(PM10) 


Proposed  Project  (Year  2003)a 
BAAQMD  Significance  Thresholds 


27.1 
80 


36.2 
80 


1.2 
n/a 


31.7 
80 


a       Project  emissions  are  based  on  BAAQMD  methodology  shown  in  its  Guidelines  document  (revised  April 
1996),  an  average  vehicle  trip  generation  rate  of  1,795  vehicle  trips  per  day,  an  average  trip  length  of 
9.7  miles,  and  an  average  vehicle  speed  of  20  miles  per  hour.  Interpolated  Year  2003  emissions  factors  were 
used.  PMlO  emissions  include  entrained  road  dust  (0.69  gram/mile)  in  addition  to  tire  wear  and  exhaust 
emissions. 

SOURCE:  Orion  Environmental  Associates  (1998);  Environmental  Science  Associates  (1999) 


with  the  project.  As  shown  in  Table  2,  although  there  may  be  existing  violations  of  the  state  CO 
standard,  emissions  levels  are  anticipated  to  decline  by  project  buildout  in  2003,  and  the  project  would 
not  result  in  violations  of  the  state  or  federal  CO  standards  at  either  intersection. 

In  view  of  the  above,  operational  air  quality  effects  would  not  be  significant,  and  no  further  analysis  of 
operational  air  quality  is  required,  and  this  subject  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


Construction  Emissions 

Construction  activities  would  temporarily  affect  local  air  quality.  Demolition,  grading,  and  construction 
activities  would  result  in  temporary  increases  in  inhalable  particulates  (PMlO)  and  equipment  exhaust 
emissions.  The  BAAQMD  does  not  require  quantification  of  construction  emissions  (BAAQMD,  1996), 
but  considers  any  project's  construction-related  impacts  to  be  less-than-significant  if  required  dust- 
control  measures  are  implemented.  The  project  includes  a  mitigation  measure  to  reduce  dust  from  both 
earthmoving  and  demolition  activities  (see  p.  32).  With  implementation  of  this  measure,  construction- 
related  air  quality  effects  would  be  reduced  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 
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Shadow 


The  project  would  add  new  shadow  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  in  the  late  afternoon  in  late  spring  and  early 
summer.  The  project  also  would  newly  shade  portions  of  the  Tenderloin  Elementary  School,  located  on 
the  block  to  the  north  of  the  project  site.  Shadow  effects  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

TABLE  2 

ESTIMATED  CARBON  MONOXIDE  CONCENTRATIONS  AT  SELECTED 
INTERSECTIONS  IN  PROJECT  VICINITY 

Concentrations  (parts  per  million)-1  b 
Averaging  Existing         Future  Base     Future  Base  + 

Intersection  Time  (hours)         (1999)  (2003)  Proj.  (2003) 


Van  Ness  Avenue  / 
Hayes  Street 

Van  Ness  Avenue  / 
McAllister  Street 


1  17.3 

8  11.4 

1  15.7 

8  10.2 


13.6  13.7 

8.9  9.0 

12.5  12.5 

8.1  8.1 


a   Carbon  monoxide  concentrations  estimates  were  prepared  using  BAAQMD  methodology  and  composite 
emissions  factors  (Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  1996)  and  p.m.  peak-hour  traffic  estimates 
developed  for  this  report.  Concentrations  correspond  to  locations  at  the  edge  of  the  road. 

b   One-hour  average  concentrations  include  a  background  concentration  of  6.8  ppm  in  1999  and  5.8  ppm  in  2003. 
Eight-hour  average  concentrations  are  assumed  to  be  70  percent  of  the  local  contribution  to  the  one  hour 
concentrations,  plus  a  background  concentration  of  4.0  ppm  in  1999  and  3.5  ppm  in  2003.  Background 
concentrations  are  based  on  three-year  average  of  second  highest  annual  values  at  BAAQMD  monitoring  station  at  939 
Ellis  Street  in  San  Francisco  and  BAAQMD-recommended  rollback  factors  (Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management 
District,  1996). 

Note:    The  state  one-hour  carbon  monoxide  standard  is  20  ppm  and  the  corresponding  national  standard  is  35  ppm.  The  state 
and  national  eight-hour  carbon  monoxide  standard  is  9.0  ppm. 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates,  1999. 


Wind 

Wind  impacts  are  generally  caused  by  large  building  masses  extending  substantially  above  their 
surroundings,  and  by  buildings  oriented  such  that  a  large  wall  catches  a  prevailing  wind,  particularly  if 
such  a  wall  includes  little  or  no  articulation.  The  project  would  result  in  the  replacement  of  a  125-foot 
tall  building  with  a  234-foot  tall  building.  The  proposed  project  could  increase  ground-level  winds  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  project  site.  Potential  wind  effects  require  further  analysis  and  will  be  included  in  the 
EIR. 
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7)     Utilities/Public  Services  -  Could  the  project:         Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 
standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 

control?    X   

(b)  Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity 

to  serve  new  development?    X   

(c)  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools, 

recreation  or  other  public  facilities?    X   

(d)  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water, 

or  communications  facilities?  X  X 


The  proposed  project  would  incrementally  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services  and  utilities  on 
the  site  and  increase  water  consumption,  but  not  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  the 
project  area,  and  would  not  be  expected  to  have  any  measurable  impact  on  public  services  or  utilities. 
Therefore,  effects  would  not  be  significant,  and  this  topic  requires  no  further  analysis  and  will  not  be 
included  in  the  EER. 


8)     Biology  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered 
species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat 

of  the  species?    X  X 

(b)  Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 
wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere 
substantially  with  the  movement  of  any 
resident  or  migratory  fish  or  wildlife 

species?    X  X 

(c)  Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers 

of  mature,  scenic  trees?  X  X 


The  project  site  is  covered  entirely  by  impervious  surfaces.  No  trees  or  other  vegetation  exist  on  the  site. 
The  project  would  not  affect  any  threatened,  rare  or  endangered  plant  life  or  habitat.  The  project  would 
not  interfere  with  any  resident  or  migratory  species.  Effects  related  to  biology  would  not  be  significant 
and  this  topic  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

9)     Geology/Topography  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Expose  people  or  structures  to  major 
geologic  hazards  (slides,  subsidence, 

erosion  and  liquefaction)?    X  X 

(b)  Change  substantially  the  topography  or 
any  unique  geologic  or  physical  features 

of  the  site?  X  X 
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The  project  site  is  relatively  level,  with  an  elevation  of  about  60  feet,  San  Francisco  City  Datum  (SFD).16 
There  have  been  no  recent  geotechnical  investigations  conducted  for  the  site.  However,  based  on 
investigations  conducted  at  the  adjacent  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  Courthouse  site,  it  is  expected  that 
the  geologic  materials  beneath  the  site  consist  of  fill  underlain  by  dense  to  very  dense  Dune  Sand;  a  thin 
organic  layer  of  clay  (formerly  top  soil);  then  clayey  sand,  sandy  clay,  and  sand  of  the  Colma  Formation. 
Bedrock  is  estimated  to  be  at  a  depth  of  about  180  feet  below  the  surface  (Treadwell  &  Rollo,  1993). 

The  project  site  is  located  within  a  seismically  active  region.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  Community 
Safety  Element  contains  maps  that  show  areas  in  the  city  subject  to  geologic  hazards.  The  project  site  is  in 
an  area  subject  to  groundshaking  from  earthquakes  along  the  San  Andreas  and  Northern  Hayward  Faults 
and  other  faults  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  (Maps  2  and  3).  The  project  site  is  not  in  an  area  of 
liquefaction  potential  (Map  4),  a  Seismic  Hazards  Study  Zone  (SHSZ)  designated  by  the  California 
Division  of  Mines  and  Geology.  The  low  liquefaction  potential  is  confirmed  by  the  presence  of  dense 
saturated  sands  encountered  beneath  the  adjacent  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  Courthouse  site. 

The  primary  concerns  related  to  seismic  activity  include  surface  fault  rupture,  ground  shaking,  and 
secondary  effects.  The  project  site  is  not  in  an  Alquist-Priolo  Special  Studies  Zone,  and  no  known  active 
fault  exists  on  or  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  site.  Like  the  entire  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  the 
project  site  is  subject  to  groundshaking  in  the  event  of  an  earthquake  on  these  faults,  although  surface 
rupture  is  unlikely.  Other  hazards  related  to  earthquakes  that  were  considered  include  subsidence, 
tsunami  inundation,  land  sliding,  liquefaction,  and  inundation  from  reservoir  failure;  these  hazards  are 
considered  to  be  absent  at  the  proposed  project  site. 

As  mandated  by  building  code  requirements,  prior  to  design  and  construction  of  the  proposed  building,  a 
detailed  geotechnical  investigation  would  be  conducted  to  evaluate  site-specific  geologic  conditions  for 
the  project.  A  detailed  geotechnical  report  would  then  be  prepared  specifying  the  recommended 
foundation  design,  requirements  for  retaining  walls,  shoring  and  underpinning,  and  dewatering  methods. 
The  report  would  be  prepared  by  a  California-licensed  geotechnical  engineer.  The  geotechnical  report 
and  final  building  plan  for  the  project  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection 
(DBI)  to  ensure  that  all  geotechnical  hazards  have  been  appropriately  addressed.  The  project  sponsor 
and  contractor  would  follow  the  recommendations  of  the  final  geotechnical  report(s)  regarding  any 
excavation  and  construction  for  the  project.  The  project  sponsor  would  ensure  that  the  construction 
contractor  conducts  a  pre -construction  survey  of  existing  conditions  and  monitors  the  adjacent  building 
for  damage  during  construction,  if  recommended  by  the  geotechnical  engineer. 

The  project  would  be  constructed  to  meet  the  current  seismic  engineering  standards  of  the  San  Francisco 
Building  Code,  which  is  designed  to  allow  for  some  structural  damage  to  buildings,  but  not  collapse, 
during  a  major  earthquake.  The  geotechnical  report  prepared  for  the  project  would  evaluate  seismic 
safety  requirements  and  specify  design  criteria  to  meet  the  seismic  safety  standards  of  the  building  code. 


San  Francisco  City  Datum  (SFD)  establishes  the  City's  zero  point  for  surveying  purposes  at  approximately 
8.6  feet  above  mean  sea  level. 
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The  DBI  would  review  the  geotechnical  report  and  final  building  plans  to  ensure  compliance  with  all 
San  Francisco  Building  Code  provisions  regarding  structural  safety.  When  DBI  reviews  these  items,  it 
will  determine  necessary  engineering  and  design  features  for  the  project  to  reduce  potential  damage  to 
structures  from  groundshaking.  Therefore,  potential  damage  to  structures  from  geologic  and  seismic 
hazards  on  a  project  site  would  be  ameliorated  through  the  DBI  requirement  for  a  geotechnical  report  and 
review  of  the  building  permit  application. 

The  project  would  replace  the  existing  building  constructed  prior  to  the  enactment  of  these  seismic 
standards.  The  proposed  building  would  be  subject  to  more  stringent  building  standards  and  therefore 
more  resistant  to  earthquake  damage  than  the  existing  building  on  the  project  site.  Persons  using  the  site 
after  project  construction  would  be  relatively  safer  than  those  using  the  site  in  its  present  condition  in  the 
event  of  a  major  earthquake.  The  project  would  not  result  in  a  substantial  change  in  population,  therefore 
would  not  expose  a  substantially  larger  number  of  persons  than  at  present  to  earthquake  hazards  in  the 
project  area. 

The  project  could  require  dewatering  (see  Section  IH.10,  Water,  below).  As  mandated  by  building  code 
requirements,  should  dewatering  be  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  would  address  the  potential 
settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  upon  this  discussion,  the  soils  report  would 
contain  a  determination  as  to  whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey  should  be  done  to 
monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and  adjacent  streets.  If  a  monitoring 
survey  is  recommended,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  would  require  that  a  Special  Inspector 
(as  defined  in  Article  3  of  the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  project  sponsor  to  perform  this 
monitoring.  Instruments  would  be  used  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during  construction, 
groundwater  recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  The  project  sponsor  would  delay 
construction  if  necessary.  Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary  repairs  to  service  lines  under  the  street 
would  be  borne  by  the  project  sponsor. 

As  mandated  by  building  code  requirements,  should  dewatering  be  necessary,  the  project  sponsor  and 
contractor  would  follow  the  geotechnical  engineer's  recommendations  regarding  dewatering  to  avoid 
settlement  of  adjacent  streets,  utilities  and  buildings  that  could  potentially  occur  as  a  result  of 
dewatering.  The  sponsor  and  contractor  would  also  follow  the  geotechnical  engineer's  recommendations 
regarding  installation  of  settlement  markers  around  the  perimeter  of  shoring  to  monitor  any  ground 
movements  outside  of  the  shoring  itself.  Shoring  systems  would  be  modified  as  necessary  in  the  event 
that  substantial  movements  were  detected. 

The  project  would  not  alter  the  topography  of  the  site.  In  light  of  the  above  requirements  under  the 
applicable  codes,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  effect  related  to  geology,  and  no  further 
analysis  of  geology  and  seismicity  is  required  in  the  EIR. 
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10)    Water  -  Could  the  project: 


Yes         No  Discussed 


(a)  Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or 

contaminate  a  public  water  supply?    X   

(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground- 
water resources,  or  interfere  substantially 

with  groundwater  recharge?    X  X 

(c)  Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or 

siltation?    X   

The  project  site  is  currently  completely  covered  by  impervious  surfaces,  consisting  of  a  vacant  office 
building.  The  proposed  project  would  also  cover  the  entire  site  with  the  proposed  new  structure. 
Therefore,  the  area  of  impervious  surfaces  would  be  unchanged  from  the  present  time,  there  would  be  no 
increase  in  volume  of  surface  runoff  from  the  site.  The  general  drainage  pattern  of  the  site  would  not  be 
altered;  site  runoff  would  continue  to  drain  into  the  City's  combined  sanitary  and  storm  sewer  system. 
Runoff  from  the  site  contains  common  urban  water  pollutants,  which  on  sites  entirely  covered  by 
structures  are  primarily  associated  with  atmospheric  deposition.  Thus,  no  impacts  to  the  volume  or 
quality  of  the  runoff  would  be  anticipated  due  to  the  proposed  project. 

Based  on  groundwater  measurements  made  for  the  geotechnical  report  for  the  adjacent  San  Francisco 
Civic  Center  Courthouse,  groundwater  at  the  site  currently  would  be  expected  to  occur  at  about  17  feet 
below  the  surface.  Excavation  required  for  the  project  is  expected  to  extend  to  a  depth  of  about  30  feet 
below  grade;  and  construction  of  two  basement  levels  would  also  likely  extend  below  the  water  table. 
Thus,  dewatering  would  be  required  for  excavation  as  well  as  long-term  drainage/de watering  systems  for 
the  basement  levels. 

The  project  includes  measures  required  by  City  code  and  state  laws  that  would  reduce  potential  effects  of 
dewatering.  If  the  groundwater  contains  chemical  concentrations  or  sediments  levels  in  excess  of  the 
required  discharge  criteria,  pre-treatment  or  settling  would  be  required  prior  to  discharge  to  the  sewer 
system.  If  chemical  standards  cannot  be  met  with  on-site  treatment,  off-site  disposal  by  a  certified  waste 
hauler  would  be  required.  In  the  case  of  high  sediment  levels,  if  found  necessary  by  Bureau  of 
Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission,  the  contractor  may  be 
required  to  install  and  maintain  sediment  traps  in  local  stormwater  intakes  during  the  construction  period 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the  combined  sewer  system.  The  project  sponsor  would 
obtain  a  permit  for  discharge  of  groundwater  produced  during  construction  dewatering  to  the  City's 
combined  storm  and  sanitary  sewer  from  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works  in  accordance 
with  the  City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (Public  Works  Code,  Article  4.1). 

After  construction,  seepage  to  the  basement  levels  of  the  proposed  structure  could  occur,  and  sump 
pumps  could  be  required  to  keep  the  basement  dry  (as  is  the  case  at  the  nearby  City  Hall,  Opera  House, 
and  the  Veterans'  Building).  Discharge  of  pumpage  from  the  sump  pumps  would  also  be  subject  to  the 
City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (Public  Works  Code,  Article  4.1).  Because  the  site  is  already  covered 
by  impervious  surfaces,  groundwater  recharge  would  not  be  affected  by  the  project.  The  groundwater  in 
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the  project  area  is  not  considered  suitable  for  potable  uses  due  to  the  extent  of  historic  industrial  and 
manufacturing  land  uses  in  the  area. 

In  light  of  the  above,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  effect  related  to  water,  and  no  further 
analysis  of  water  resources  is  required  in  the  EIR. 

11)   Energy/Natural  Resources  -  Could  the  project:     Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use 
of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or 

energy,  or  use  these  in  a  wasteful  manner?    X  X 

(b)  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural 

resource?  X 


The  project  would  meet  current  state  and  local  codes  concerning  energy  consumption.  It  would  not  cause 
a  wasteful  use  of  energy.  Therefore,  energy  consumption  requires  no  further  analysis;  the  effect  would 
not  be  significant,  and  this  topic  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

12)    Hazards  -  Could  the  project:  Yes        No  Discussed 

(a)  Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or 
involve  the  use,  production  or  disposal  of 
materials  which  pose  a  hazard  to  people  or 
animal  or  plant  populations  in  the  area 

affected?    _X_  X 

(b)  Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans 

or  emergency  evacuation  plans?    X  X 

(c)  Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire 

hazard?  X  X 


A  Phase  I  environmental  site  assessment  has  been  performed  for  the  project  site  and  is  summarized 
here.17  The  existing  building  has  not  been  surveyed  for  hazardous  building  materials  including  asbestos, 
lead-based  paint,  and  PCB -containing  electrical  equipment.  However,  the  building  is  known  to  have 
asbestos-containing  building  materials  that  must  be  removed  prior  to  demolition. 

Asbestos 

Section  19827.5  of  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code,  adopted  January  1,  1991,  requires  that  local 
agencies  not  issue  demolition  permits  until  an  applicant  has  demonstrated  compliance  with  notification 
requirements  under  applicable  federal  regulations  regarding  hazardous  air  pollutants,  including  asbestos. 
The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  is  vested  by  the  California  legislature  with 


Orion  Environmental  Associates,  "Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment,  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue, 

San  Francisco,  CA,"  prepared  for  Environmental  Science  Associates,  July  10,  1998.  This  report  is  on  file  at  the 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  Project  File  No.  97.478E. 
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authority  to  regulate  airborne  pollutants,  including  asbestos,  through  both  inspection  and  law 
enforcement,  and  is  to  be  notified  ten  days  in  advance  of  any  proposed  demolition.  Notification  includes 
the  names,  addresses  and  phone  numbers  of  operations  and  persons  responsible,  including  the  contractor; 
description  and  location  of  the  structure  to  be  renovated/demolished  including  size,  age  and  prior  use, 
and  the  approximate  amount  of  friable  asbestos;  scheduled  starting  and  completion  dates  of  demolition; 
nature  of  planned  work  and  methods  to  be  employed;  procedures  to  be  employed  to  meet  BAAQMD 
requirements;  and  the  name  and  location  of  the  waste  disposal  site  to  be  used.  The  BAAQMD  randomly 
inspects  removal  operations.  In  addition,  the  BAAQMD  inspects  any  removal  operations  concerning  a 
complaint  it  has  received. 

The  local  office  of  the  California  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (Cal-OSHA)  must  be 
notified  if  asbestos  abatement  is  to  be  carried  out.  Asbestos  abatement  contractors  must  follow  state 
regulations  contained  in  8  CCR  1529  and  8  CCR  341.6  through  341.14  where  there  is  asbestos-related 
work  involving  100  square  feet  or  more  of  asbestos-containing  material.  Asbestos  removal  contractors 
must  be  certified  as  such  by  the  Contractors  Licensing  Board  of  the  State  of  California.  The  owner  of  the 
property  where  abatement  would  occur  must  have  a  Hazardous  Waste  Generator  Number  assigned  by, 
and  registered  with,  the  California  Department  of  Health  Services.  The  contractor  and  the  hauler  of  the 
material  are  required  to  file  a  Hazardous  Waste  Manifest  that  details  the  hauling  of  the  material  from  the 
site  and  the  disposal  of  the  material.  Pursuant  to  California  law,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection 
would  not  issue  the  required  permit  until  the  applicant  has  complied  with  the  notice  requirements  above. 

These  regulations  and  procedures,  already  established  and  enforced  as  part  of  the  permit  review  process, 
would  ensure  that  any  potential  impacts  due  to  asbestos  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance. 
Therefore,  no  further  mitigation  is  required. 

Lead-Based  Paint 

Lead  paint  may  be  found  in  the  existing  building,  constructed  in  1959  and  proposed  for  demolition  as 

part  of  the  project.  Construction  and  demolition  activities  must  comply  with  Chapter  36  of  the 

San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Work  Practices  for  Exterior  Lead-Based  Paint.  Where  there  is  any  work 

that  may  disturb  or  remove  lead  paint  on  the  exterior  of  any  building  built  prior  to  December  31,  1978, 

Chapter  36  requires  specific  notification  and  work  standards,  and  identifies  prohibited  work  methods  and 

penalties. 

Chapter  36  applies  to  buildings  or  steel  structures  on  which  original  construction  was  completed  prior  to 
1979  (which  are  assumed  to  have  lead -based  paint  on  their  surfaces),  where  more  than  ten  total  square 
feet  of  lead-based  paint  would  be  disturbed  or  removed.  The  ordinance  contains  performance  standards, 
including  establishment  of  containment  barriers  that  are  at  least  as  effective  at  protecting  human  health 
and  the  environment  as  those  in  the  most  recent  Guidelines  for  Evaluation  and  Control  of  Lead-Based 
Paint  Hazards  promulgated  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.  The  ordinance 
also  identifies  prohibited  practices  that  may  not  be  used  in  disturbance  or  removal  of  lead-based  paint. 
Any  person  performing  work  subject  to  the  ordinance  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  prevent 
migration  of  lead  paint  contaminants  beyond  containment  barriers  during  the  course  of  the  work,  and  any 
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person  performing  regulated  work  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  remove  all  visible  lead  paint 
contaminants  from  all  regulated  areas  of  the  property  prior  to  completion  of  the  work. 

The  ordinance  includes  notification  requirements,  contents  of  notice,  and  requirements  for  signs. 
Notification  includes  notifying  bidders  for  the  work  of  any  paint-inspection  reports  verifying  the 
presence  or  absence  of  lead-based  paint  in  the  regulated  area  of  the  proposed  project.  Prior  to 
commencement  of  work,  the  responsible  party  (owner  or  contractor)  must  provide  written  notice  to  the 
Director  of  Building  Inspection  of  the  location  of  the  project;  the  nature  and  approximate  square  footage 
of  the  painted  surface  being  disturbed  and/or  removed;  anticipated  job  start  and  completion  dates  for  the 
work;  whether  the  responsible  party  has  reason  to  know  or  presume  that  lead-based  paint  is  present; 
whether  the  building  is  residential  or  non-residential,  owner-occupied  or  rental  property;  the  approximate 
number  of  dwelling  units,  if  any;  the  dates  by  which  the  responsible  party  has  or  will  fulfill  any  tenant  or 
adjacent  property  notification  requirements;  and  the  name,  address,  telephone  number,  and  pager  number 
of  the  party  who  will  perform  the  work.  (Further  notice  requirements  include  Sign  When  Contaminant  is 
Required,  Notice  by  Landlord,  Required  Notice  to  Tenants,  Availability  of  Pamphlet  related  to  protection 
from  lead  in  the  home,  Notice  by  Contractor,  Early  Commencement  of  Work  [by  Owner,  Requested  by 
Tenant],  and  Notice  of  Lead  Contaminated  Dust  or  Soil,  if  applicable.)  The  ordinance  contains 
provisions  regarding  inspection  and  sampling,  and  enforcement,  and  describes  penalties  for  non- 
compliance with  the  requirements  of  the  ordinance. 

The  project  must  also  comply  with  California  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 
(Cal/OSHA)  Lead  Construction  Standards  (Title  8,  Section  1532.1),  the  California  Department  of  Health 
Services  (DHS)  Lead  Work  Practice  Standards,  and  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
(BAAQMD)  requirements  for  demolition  activities.  DHS  requires  a  lead  hazard  evaluation  for  both  the 
interior  and  exterior  of  the  building.  Lead-containing  paints  that  are  not  well  adhered  (loose  and  peeling) 
to  building  surfaces  must  be  removed  and  disposed  of  as  hazardous  waste.  Lead-based  paints  that  are 
well  adhered  to  building  surfaces  do  not  need  to -be- abated  prior  to  demolition  and  can  be  disposed  of 
along  with  non-hazardous  demolition  debris  (the  concentration  of  lead,  by  volume,  would  not  be 
substantial  for  paint  that  remains  adhered). 

Under  the  Cal/OSHA  rules,  lead-based  paint  stabilization  (removal  of  deteriorated  lead  based  paint) 
would  need  to  be  conducted  by  DHS-certified  workers  under  controlled  procedures.  Workers  would  be 
required  to  be  monitored  for  lead  exposure  and  to  wear  protective  equipment.  During  demolition,  dust 
control  procedures  in  accordance  with  the  BAAQMD  should  be  implemented  to  minimize  the  potential 
for  lead  dust  hazards  to  the  public  and  surrounding  land  uses. 

These  regulations  and  procedures  would  ensure  that  potential  impacts  due  to  lead-based  paint  would  be 
reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance.  Therefore,  no  further  mitigation  is  required. 

Other  Potential  Hazardous  Materials 

Other  potential  hazardous  building  materials  such  as  PCB-containing  electrical  equipment,  hydraulic  oils, 
fluorescent  lights,  stored  chemicals,  or  two  existing  above-ground  storage  tanks  could  pose  health  threats 


Case  No.  97.478E 


A.28 
ESA  960223 


S.F  City  Administrative  Building 


for  demolition  workers  but  would  be  mitigated  by  building  surveys  and  abatement  as  necessary  (see 
Mitigation,  p.  32).  The  existing  building  contains  elevators.  Elevators  may  be  operated  by  hydraulic 
oils;  in  the  past,  some  of  these  oils  contained  PCBs.  Mitigation  is  included  in  the  project  to  reduce 
impacts  of  hazardous  building  materials  (see  p.  32). 

Operation  of  the  new  City  Administrative  Building  could  potentially  involve  the  use  of  hazardous 
substances,  including  diesel  for  a  back  up  power  generator  as  well  as  maintenance  and  cleaning 
chemicals.  The  project  sponsor  would  comply  with  Article  21  of  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code, 
enforced  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health,  as  well  as  applicable  state  and  additional 
local  requirements  for  the  storage  of  petroleum  products  and  the  use  of  hazardous  substances  during 
operation  of  the  office  building.  Compliance  with  these  regulations  would  provide  a  high  level  of  public 
health  protection,  and  therefore  no  long-term  public  health  impacts  would  be  anticipated. 

Soil  and  Groundwater 

A  computerized  regulatory  database  search  was  conducted  to  identify  known  or  potential  off-site  sources 
of  hazardous  materials.  All  of  the  sites  reviewed  are  considered  to  have  a  low  potential  to  affect  soil  or 
groundwater  quality  at  the  project  site. 

Evacuation  and  Emergency  Response 

Occupants  of  the  proposed  building  would  contribute  to  congestion  if  an  emergency  evacuation  of  the 
downtown  area  were  required.  Section  12.201(e)(1)  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Code  requires  that  all 
owners  of  high-rise  buildings  (over  75  feet)  "shall  establish  or  cause  to  be  established  procedures  to  be 
followed  in  case  of  fire  or  other  emergencies."  Emergency  response  or  evacuation  plans  for  the  Civic 
Center  and  downtown  areas  would  not  be  expected  to  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project  because  the 
project  would  essentially  relocate  City  employees  from  within  the  greater  Civic  Center  area.  However, 
an  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the  project  sponsor  to  insure 
coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the  project's  plan  to  provide  for 
building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  The  project's  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the 
Department  of  Building  Inspection  and  the  Fire  Department  prior  to  the  issuance  of  occupancy  permits. 
Additionally,  project  construction  would  have  to  conform  to  the  provisions  of  the  Building  and  Fire 
Codes  that  require  additional  life-safety  protections  for  high-rise  buildings. 

As  a  result  of  implementing  the  regulations  summarized  above,  all  potential  health  and  safety  issues 
related  to  building  contamination,  soil  contamination  and  remediation,  and  emergency  procedures  would 
be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance  by  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  project,  or  would  be 
regulated  by  current  laws  and  regulations;  these  issues  do  not  require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be 
discussed  in  the  EIR. 
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13)    Cultural  -  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

(a)  Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric  or 
historic  archaeological  site  or  a  property  of 
historic  or  cultural  significance  to  a  community 
or  ethnic  or  social  group;  or  a  paleontological 
site  except  as  a  part  of  a  scientific 

study?    X  X 

(b)  Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific 

uses  of  the  area?    X   

(c)  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  or 
Article  1 1  of  the  City 

Planning  Code?    X  X 


Archaeological  Resources 

Cultural  Resources™  -  In  its  natural  setting,  the  project  site  was  situated  atop  a  rise,  overlooking  lower 
land  on  all  sides.  The  sandy  soils  in  and  around  this  area  supported  a  sparse  covering  of  vegetation, 
mainly  grasses,  scrub  brush  and  occasional  stands  of  oak  trees.  Prior  to  European  settlement,  Native 
American  activity  may  have  occurred  in  the  area,  as  the  marshes  of  Mission  Bay  and  the  shoreline  of 
Yerba  Buena  Cove,  two  known  areas  of  Native  American  habitation,  were  each  less  than  one  mile  away. 
In  recent  years,  a  number  of  prehistoric  sites  have  been  recorded,  including  the  BART  Civic  Center 
station  and  at  two  sites  South  of  Market.  During  the  Spanish  and  Mexican  Periods  (1776-1845),  it  is 
unlikely  that  there  was  any  regular  activity  on  the  project  site  or  its  immediate  vicinity,  as  Mission 
Dolores  and  the  Presidio,  the  principal  centers  of  activity,  were  located  some  two  and  three  miles, 
respectively,  from  the  site.  However,  the  gradual  growth  of  the  village  of  Yerba  Buena  (later  renamed 
San  Francisco  in  1847),  particularly  during  the  first  few  years  of  American  control  (after  1846),  could 
have  led  to  some  transitory  activity  in  the  project  vicinity. 

The  first  recorded  use  of  the  project  site,  a  lone  structure,  was  included  in  the  1869  U.S.  Coast  and 
Geodetic  Survey  map  of  San  Francisco.  During  the  late  1860s  and  early  1870s,  systematic  grading 
around  the  present-day  Civic  Center  Plaza  began  and  settlement  increased,  but  for  the  most  part,  the 
project  site  developed  very  slowly.  The  next  recorded  use  of  the  project  site  appears  on  the  1887 
Sanborn  Insurance  Company's  map  which  shows  approximately  three-quarters  of  the  block  bounded  by 


18   An  archaeological  resources  report  titled  "Archival  Cultural  Resources  Evaluation  of  the  Proposed  Main  Library 
Development  Project  and  Two  Affiliated  Parcels  in  the  Civic  Center  Plaza  Area,  San  Francisco,  California,"  was 
prepared  by  Allen  G.  Pastron,  Ph.D.  of  Archeo-Tec,  Inc.,  in  November  1990  (revised  November  1991)  and  is  on 
file  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 
That  report  includes  the  project  site  and  is  summarized  here,  with  material  also  included  from  the  Phase  I 
Environmental  Site  Assessment  referenced  in  Note  17. 
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Van  Ness  Avenue,  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  Polk  Street  and  McAllister  Street  occupied  by  eight  row  houses 
or  duplexes,  set  back  slightly  from  the  street,  with  commercial  establishments  along  Locust  (now 
Redwood)  Street  and  at  the  corner  of  McAllister  and  Polk  Streets.  The  1899  edition  of  the  Sanborn  map 
revealed  no  change  on  the  site,  but  increased  development  on  the  southern  portion  of  the  block,  which 
remained  essentially  unchanged  until  1906  when  it  was  completely  destroyed  during  the  Great 
Earthquake  and  subsequent  fires.  After  1906,  the  block  took  on  a  different  character  as  it  was  rebuilt. 
The  1913  Sanborn  Insurance  Company  map  shows  that  the  half-block  north  of  Redwood  Street,  including 
the  project  site  was  devoted  to  automobile  sales  while  the  southern  section  was  largely  undeveloped. 
These  auto-related  uses  were  housed  in  single-story  buildings  of  wood  framing  and  masonry.  By  1948, 
the  project  site  had  been  cleared  for  use  as  a  parking  lot. 

The  site  remained  a  parking  lot  until  1954.  Construction  of  the  existing  office  building  was  completed 
by  1959.  Tenants  of  the  office  building  have  included  the  State  Compensation  Insurance  Fund  and  the 
California  Department  of  Industrial  Relations.  The  office  building  was  vacated  after  the  1989  Loma 
Prieta  earthquake  and  has  remained  vacant  since  1989. 

Because  the  existing  building  contains  a  basement,  and  because  limited  excavation  is  proposed  as  part  of 
the  project,  it  is  unlikely  that  subsurface  cultural  resources  would  be  disturbed.  A  mitigation  measure  is 
included  in  the  project  to  reduce  to  a  level  of  insignificance  any  potential  impacts  to  subsurface  cultural 
resources  should  such  resources  be  encountered  during  the  limited  excavation  (see  p.  33).  No  further 
discussion  of  subsurface  cultural  resources  will  be  included  in  the  EIR. 

Historic  Architectural  Resources 

The  existing  525  Golden  Gate  building  was  constructed  in  1959  and  is  not  rated  in  any  known 
architectural  surveys.  The  site  is  adjacent  to  nationally  and  locally  designated  historic  districts.  As 
described  in  Section  III.B.2,  p.  12,  the  new  City  Administrative  Building  would  be  taller  than  the 
San  Francisco  Civic  Center  Courthouse,  across  Redwood  Street  from  the  project  site,  and  the  new  State 
Office  Building,  across  Polk  Street.  As  such,  the  new  building  would  be  clearly  visible  from  Civic 
Center  Plaza  and  from  other  areas  within  the  Civic  Center  historic  districts.  The  City  Administrative 
Building  would  be  at  the  northwestern  corner  of  the  Civic  Center,  and  would  be  partially  screened  from 
view  by  the  State  Office  Building  in  longer  range  views  of  City  Hall  from  the  east  (as  from  United 
Nations  Plaza  and  Fulton  Street  between  the  new  Main  Library  and  Old  Main  Library  building).  As 
such,  the  City  Administrative  Building  would  not  visually  compete  with  City  Hall,  the  principal  focus  of 
the  historic  districts,  in  such  a  way  as  to  substantially  diminish  City  Hall's  prominence.  Nor  would  the 
new  building  block  views  of  City  Hall  or  the  Civic  Center,  except  views  from  a  limited  area  to  the  north 
along  Polk  Street,  where  existing  views  are  partially  obstructed  by  the  Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building, 
the  new  Civic  Center  Courthouse,  and  other  structures;  the  northern  edge  of  Civic  Center  is  largely 
obscured  from  view  at  present.  Construction  of  the  new  City  Administrative  Building  would  not  alter 
any  of  the  features  of  the  Civic  Center  area  that  qualify  it  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  as  a  historic 
district,  or  that  were  cited  in  the  designating  ordinance  under  Article  10  of  the  Planning  Code.  Thus,  the 
project  would  not  adversely  affect  the  historic  districts,  either  directly  or  indirectly.  In  light  of  the  above, 
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effects  on  historic  architectural  resources  would  not  be  significant,  and  no  further  discussion  of  historic 
architectural  resources  will  be  included  in  the  EIR. 


C.  OTHER 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City  Departments 
other  than  Planning  Department  or  Department  of 
Building  Inspection,  or  from  Regional,  State,  or  Federal 
Agencies? 


X 


D.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 


Yes 


No 


N/A 


Discussed 


2) 


1) 


Could  the  project  have  significant  effects  if 
mitigation  measures  are  not  included  in 
the  project? 

Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary  to 
eliminate  significant  effects  included  in  the 
project? 


X 


To  Be  Determined 


X 


The  following  are  mitigation  measures  related  to  topics  determined  to  require  no  further  analysis  in  the 
EIR.  The  EIR  will  contain  a  mitigation  chapter  describing  these  measures,  which  are  proposed  as  part  of 
the  project,  and  also  including  other  measures  which  would  be,  or  could  be,  adopted  to  reduce  potential 
adverse  effects  of  the  project  identified  in  the  EIR. 

Construction  Noise 

•  If  pile  driving  is  required  for  the  project  foundation,  the  project  sponsor  will  require  the  project 
engineer  to  include  in  foundation  plans  submitted  to  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  for 
review  that  piles  be  pre-drilled  to  the  extent  feasible,  unless  a  soils  report  indicates  that  soil 
conditions  are  such  that  pre-drilling  would  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  the  pile  foundation. 

Construction  Air  Quality 

•  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  sprinkle  exterior  demolition  sites  with  water 
during  demolition,  excavation  and  construction  activity;  sprinkle  unpaved  exterior  construction 
areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover 
trucks  hauling  debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during 
demolition  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions.  Ordinance 
175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be 
used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor(s) 
obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose. 


The  project  sponsor  would  ensure  that  building  surveys  for  PCB-containing  equipment  (including 
elevator  equipment),  hydraulic  oils,  and  fluorescent  lights  are  performed  prior  to  the  start  of 
demolition.  Any  hazardous  materials  so  discovered  would  be  abated  according  to  federal,  state, 
and  local  laws  and  regulations. 


Hazards 


Case  No.  97. 47 8 E 


A.32 
ESA  960223 


S.F  City  Administrative  Building 


Cultural  Resources 

•       Given  the  archival  history  of  the  project  site,  the  project  sponsor  would  retain  an  historical 

archaeologist,  who  would  be  present  during  site  excavation  and  would  record  observations  in  a 
permanent  log.  The  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO)  would  also  require  cooperation  of  the 
project  sponsor  in  assisting  such  further  investigations  on  site  as  may  be  appropriate  prior  to  or 
during  project  excavation,  even  if  this  results  in  a  delay  in  excavation  activities. 

Should  archeological  resources  of  potential  significance  be  found  during  ground  disturbance,  the 
project  sponsor  would  immediately  notify  the  ERO  and  would  suspend  any  excavation  that  the 
ERO  determined  might  damage  such  archaeological  resources.  Excavation  or  construction 
activities  that  might  damage  discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  total 
maximum  of  four  weeks  over  the  course  of  construction. 

The  archaeologist  would  prepare  a  draft  report  containing  an  assessment  of  the  potential 
significance  of  the  find  and  recommendations  for  what  measures  should  be  implemented  to 
minimize  potential  effects  on  archaeological  resources.  Based  on  this  report,  the  ERO  would 
recommend  specific  additional  mitigation  measures  to  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor. 

Mitigation  measures  might  include  a  site  security  program,  additional  on-site  investigations  by  the 
archaeologist,  and/or  documentation,  preservation,  and  recovery  of  cultural  materials.  Finally,  the 
archaeologist  would  prepare  a  draft  report  documenting  the  cultural  resources  that  were 
discovered,  an  evaluation  as  to  their  significance,  and  a  description  as  to  how  any  archaeological 
testing,  exploration  and/or  recovery  program  was  conducted. 

Copies  of  all  draft  reports  prepared  according  to  this  mitigation  measure  would  be  sent  first  and 
directly  to  the  ERO  for  review.  Following  approval  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  final  report(s) 
would  be  sent  by  the  archaeologist  directly  to  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  and  the  Northwest  Information  Center  of  the  California  Historical  Resources 
Information  System.  Three  copies  of  the  final  archaeology  report(s)  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review,  accompanied  by  copies  of  the  transmittals  documenting  its 
distribution  to  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  and  the  Northwest 
Information  Center. 

E.  ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR  and  will  include  the  following: 

A.  No  Project:  The  site  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition.  The  existing  structure  would 
remain  vacant. 

B.  Reduced  Scale  Alternative:  This  alternative  would  consist  of  demolition  of  the  existing 
building  and  construction  of  a  smaller  new  structure  for  use  as  City  offices.  The  smaller 
scale  building  would  be  constructed  so  as  to  conform  with  the  existing  height  limit  of 
130  feet,  and  would  not  require  an  exception  from  bulk  requirements;  a  variance  from  the 
parking  and  loading  requirements  might  still  be  required. 
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F. 


MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


1)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quality 
of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce  the. habitat  of  a 
fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population 
to  drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate 

a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the  number  or  restrict 
the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal,  or 
eliminate  important  examples  of  the  major  periods  of 

California  history  or  pre-history?    X   

2)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short-term, 

to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental  goals?    X   

3)  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental  effects 
which  are  individually  limited,  but  cumulatively 
considerable?  (Analyze  in  the  light  of  past  projects,  other 

current  projects,  and  probable  future  projects.)  To  be  Determined 

4)  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on 

human  beings,  either  directly  or  indirectly?  To  be  Determined 

G.  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY 

  I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  a 

NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

  I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  there 

WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the  mitigation  measures,  numbers  ,  in 

the  discussion  have  been  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A  NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

X    I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  an 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required.  /  / 


HILIARY^E.  GLTELMAN 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
for 


GERALD  G.  GREEN 
Director  of  Planning 


DATE: 
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APPENDIX  B 


WIND  ANALYSIS  RESULTS 
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Figure  B-l 

Wind  Point  Test  Locations 


Table  1  -  Wind  Comfort  Analysis  -  Existing,  Project  and  Cumulative  Conditions 
Proposed  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  Project 
San  Francisco,  California 
Wind-Tunnel  Test,  April  28,  2000 
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Table  2  -  Wind  Hazard  Analysis  -  Existing,  Project  and  Cumulative  Conditions 
Proposed  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  Project 
San  Francisco,  California 
Wind-Tunnel  Test,  April  28, 2000 
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23 
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30 
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27 
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37 

2 

e 

i  39 
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3 

e 
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3 
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e 
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58 
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29 
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23 
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14 

14 
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16 
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19 
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26 

I  28 

j  29 

31 

36  I 

33 

[  32 

[  31 

I 

Average  mph  /  hr 

27.8 

518 

29.1 

568 

49.9 

28.1 

511 

-56.9 

i 

Exceedances: 

Total 

4 

Total 

4 

Total 

4 

Counts: 

Existing 

4 

e 

Existing  t'xceedance 

4 

e 

Prior  Exceedance 

4 

New,  Duj  to  Project 

0 

+ 

New,  Due  to  Cumulative 

0 

+ 

Table  3  -  Wind  Comfort  Analysis  -  Existing,  Project  and  Alternative  Conditions 
Proposed  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  Project 
San  Francisco,  California 
Wind-Tunnel  Test,  April  28, 2000 


j  References 

i  Location  Comfort 
I  Number  Criterion 
Speed 
(mph) 


1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

31 


Average  mph  /  % 


Existing 

Measured  Percent  of 
Equivalent  Time 
Wind  Wind 
Speed  Speed 
(mph)  Exceeds 
Criterion 


i  I 


Exceedances: 


26 
10 
9 
12 
14 
11 
17 
15 
19 
12 

14 
16 
25 
10 
12 
11 
11 
10 
13 
12 

11 
7 

11 

10 
8 
7 

10 
9 
9 

15 


Total 


Counts: 


54 
6 
4 
13 
16 
9 
29 
19 
34 
12 

16 
28 
54 
8 
14 
10 
9 
8 
14 
18 

10 
1 

11 
7 
2 
2 
9 
4 
6 

26 


18  35 


12.7  16% 


15 


Project  (Opt.  A) 

Measured  Percent  of  Speed 

Equivalent     Time  Change 

Wind        Wind  Relative 
Speed      Speed    to  Existing 
(mph)     Exceeds  (mph) 
Criterion 


!  e 


J  I 


J  ! 


i  I 


26 
12 
13 
14 
14 
12 
17 
16 
19 
11 

13 
17 
26 
13 
10 
12 
13 
13 
13 
13 

10 
8 
11 
10 
8 
8 
11 
11 
9 

17 
17 


58 
15 
17 
20 
22 
14 
33 
20 
32 
10 

15 
32 
58 
18 
7 
12 
20 
21 
15 
19 

6 
1 

12 
8 
2 
3 
10 
10 
7 

32 
34 


13.5  19% 


Total 


20 


Existing       1 5 


!  3 

e' 
+' 


|  Project  (Opt.  B) 

Measured  Percent  of  Speed 

Equivalent     Time  Change 

Wind        Wind  Relative 

Speed      Speed  to  Project 

(mph)     Exceeds  (mph) 
Criterion 


0.5  I 


I' 

\e\ 

!  e! 


26 
11 
10 
13 
14 
12 
16 
16 
19 
10 

14 
17 
27 
12 
10 
13 
12 
11 
13 
12 

12 
7 

11 
9 
8 
8 

11 

10 
9 

17 

17 


57 

9 

7 
16 
21 
13 
25 
20 
33 

8 

17 
30 
58 
13 
8 
18 
12 
8 
15 
15 

14 

1 

9 

5 

3 

3 

10 

6 

7 

33 
33 


13.2  17% 


Total 


1 

-1 

-2 
1 
1 

-1 
-3 

-1 

3 

-1 
-1 


-1 


-0.3 


18 


Existing  Exceedance  .13 
New.  Due  to  Project  lh  )  7 
New,  at  new  Location  0 


Exceedance  Eliminated 


i  e  Prior  Exceedance  17 

;  +  New,  Due  to  Z-  1 

#      New,  at  new  Location  0 

-  Exceedance  Eliminated  3 


Table  4  -  Wind  Hazard  Analysis  -  Existing,  Project  and  Alternative  Conditions 
Proposed  525  Golden  Gate  Avenue  Project 
San  Francisco,  California 
Wind-Tunnel  Test,  April  28,  2000 
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